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I. 

DESCRIPTION  Of  the  PROPOSED  ACTION 


This  proposed  action  consists  of  replacing  a  reinforced-earth  ("r-e")  wall  supporting 
U.S.  highway  #2  (Federal  -  Aid  Primary /FAP  route  #1)  along  the  southerly  peri- 
meter of  Glacier  National  Park.   The  proposed  project  includes  excavation  work, 
and  placement  of  a  new  retaining  wall  system. 

This  proposed  project  is  along  the  southerly  (right)  side  of  U.S.  highway  #2 
between  stations  1518  +  28±  and  1520  +  55±  (MilePosts/MP's  182.361  to  182.404 
on  FAP  I)  in  Flathead  County.   This  is  located  in  the  (unsurveyed)  North  West  Va 
of  the  SouthEast  V*  of  Section  24;   Township  -  29  -  North,  Range  -  16  -  West, 
M.P.M.  —  and  is  entirely  within  Glacier  National  Park. 

This  action  is  considered  an  "emergency"  solution  to  a  complex  problem.   This 
portion  of  FAP  I  is  along  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead  River  valley  in  an  area 
of  unstable  steep  slopes  with  slides  being  fairly  common  along  both  sides  of  the 
river.   At  least  three  slide  zones  are  visible  from  this  proposed  project's  location, 
including  below  the  existing  "r-e"  wall.   Slide  movements  occur  at  varying  intervals 
depending  on  seasonal  precipitation  amounts  and  the  flow  of  the  river. 

Major  slides  have  altered  the  course  of  the  river  by  creating  natural  embankments 
or  blocking  the  main  channel.   These  events  have  historically  been  associated  with 
substantial  river  flows,  such  as  the  1964  and  1975  floods.   Other  similar  events 
result  from  avalanches,  also  common  in  this  proposed  project's  area.   These  latter 
situations  depend  on  snowfall  and  ambient  temperatures,  and  are  usually  short- 
term  (seasonal  durations)  in  their  effects  on  the  river. 

Four  alternatives  have  been  proposed  for  this  action,  including  the  "no-action" 
("No-Build")  alternative.   These  are  described  under  Part  III,  ALTERNATIVES, 
following.   The  environmental  effects  of  these  alternatives  are  described  in  Part 
IV.  IMPACTS. 

The  proposed  work  involves  constructing  a  retaining  wall  behind  (inside)  the 
existing  "r-e"  wall.   The  proposed  construction  includes  4-foot  diameter  reinforced- 
concrete  cast-in-place  structural  piles.     These  piles  will  be  tied-back  from  their 
bases  to  bedrock  with  anchors  under  the  existing  roadway. 

A  retaining  wall  of  piles  will  be  poured  between  the  structural  piles  for  the 
roadway  fill.   The  tops  of  all  piles  will  then  be  connected  by  a  capping  beam, 
which  will  extend  11  ±  feet  out  on  a  cantilever  section  from  the  pile  centers.   The 
beam/cantilever  section  will  carry  most  of  FAP  l's  eastbound  lane,  and  a  steel 
guardrail  supported  by  T'-beams. 
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The  eastbound  lane  will  be  on  a  plant-mix  ("asphalt")  surface,  and  the  interior 
(unexposed)  face  of  the  capping  beam  will  not  be  under  the  normal  driving  lane's 
"wheelpath"  area.    See  Figure  #3  (below)  for  this  proposed  structural  pile/ 
cantilever  system's  appearance. 


Oblique  projection 
(from  front  of  wall) 


plant-mix 
surfacing 


capping  beam 


cantilever  (for  e/b 
uardrail) 

steel 
guardrail 
w/ "I "-beam 
posts 


retaining 
piles 


anchors 


structural 
piles 


Figure  #3  -  Structural  piles  with  capping/cantilever  beam,  anchors,  and  pile  retaining  wall 
(No  Scale). 


II. 
PURPOSE  Of  And  NEED  for  ACTION 

This  project  has  been  proposed  to  replace  a  portion  of  the  "r-e"  wall  at  this 
location.   This  "r-e"  wall  was  built  as  part  of  the  FHP  13(3)3  &  4  reconstruction 
project  in  1980  -  81  on  FAP  \  within  Glacier  National  Park.   This  wall  is  showing 
signs  of  stress  failure,  and  the  highway's  surface  also  exhibits  settlement  and 
diagonal  cracking  at  this  same  location. 
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A  failure  of  this  "r-e"  wall  and/or  the  slope  below  it  will  force  closure  of  FAP  1  to 
all  through  traffic  on  this  route  between  East  Glacier  (26.9 ±  route-miles  easterly) 
and  West  Glacier  (29.1  ±  route-miles  to  the  west).   This  will  result  in  major  traffic 
disruptions,  with  vehicles  being  diverted  to  other  east-west  primary  routes  in 
Montana  and  the  two  western  Canadian  provinces. 

U.S.  #2      ■  known  as  the  "Theodore  Roosevelt  Memorial  Highway"  in  this 
proposed  project's  vicinity  —  is  the  northern-most  FAP  route  in  the  nation  (none 
exist  in  Alaska).    Montana  has  the  most  FAP  I  mileage  of  any  state  on  this  route 
with  over  665  miles  between  the  Idaho  and  North  Dakota  borders.   This  route  has 
been  in  nearly  continuous  use  (barring  periods  of  floods,  avalanches  and  repairs 
for  same,  or  new  construction)  for  over  seventy  years.   U.S.  #2  is  also  the  major 
east-west  highway  corridor  across  northern  Montana.   It  is  a  vital  regional  link  for 
commercial  and  emergency  services  traffic  along  this  corridor,  and  also  serves 
international  carriers  to/from  Canada. 

This  highway  provides  the  primary  access  to  Glacier  National  Park  from  the  U.S., 
the  Great  Bear  Wilderness,  the  Flathead  Wild  &  Scenic  River  system,  and  the 
northerly  portions  of  the  Lewis  &  Clark  and  Flathead  National  Forests.    It  is  the 
only  direct  access  from  the  Blackfeet  Indian  Reservation  to  the  west  that  is  open 
to  all  traffic  all  year.    It  also  is  critical  for  management  activities  within  and 
between  these  adjoining  jurisdictions. 


Table  I  -  Current  and  Future  Traffic  —  U.S. #2 
(FAP1@  MP.  182.4±) 


Current   &   Future  Traffic 

Year 

All   Traffic                 Commercial   Traffic 

1991 

1200                                                    95 

2011 

1800                                                   142 

( NOTE : 

Figures    shown   are    in   Average   Daily   Traffic/ 

ADT 

amounts . ) 

This  portion  of  FAP  1  also  parallels  the  Burlington  Northern  RR's  main  line,  a 
Montana  Power  Co.  gas  transmission  line,  and  a  telecommunications  microwave 
repeater  system.   This  route  provides  the  only  major  vehicle  access  to  these 
transportation,  utility,  and  communications  networks  in  this  area. 
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Although  a  sudden,  catastrophic  collapse  of  the  wall  and/or  slope  below  it  is  not 
likely  to  occur,  there  is  a  chronic  inherent  risk  of  this  situation  developing.   The 
environmental  consequences  of  such  an  event  are  described  under  Part  IV. 
Impacts,  following.   These  consequences  will  result  under  the  "No  Build"  Alternate 
described  under  the  following  Part  III.  Alternatives.    Three  "Build"  Alternates 
listed  under  this  same  Part  III  were  developed  to  avoid  long-term  disruptions  to 
traffic  on  FAP  1,  and  restrict  impacts  to  the  environment  in  this  area. 

This  Environmental  Assessment  document  is  developed  in  compliance  with  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  42  U.S.C.  4332(2)(C),  as  applied  to  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Transportation's  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA) 
under  23  CFR  771.119.   This  document  is  also  prepared  in  compliance  with  the 
Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  M.C.A.  75-1-201,  for  the  Montana 
Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  under  ARM  18.2.239. 
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Photo    I.      Oblique   view  of  Project   Area    -   looking 
easterly .         (Photo    Date:       June    18,     1991) 
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Photo    II.    Re  in  forced-Earth   Wall    -   looking  south- 
easterly.       (Photo   Date:      June    26,    1991) 
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Photo    III.    U.S.    #2    <a   Project   Area    -   looking   south- 
easterly.       (Photo   Date:      October    28,    1991) 
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Photo  IV.  Middle   Fork   of   the   Flathead   River   - 
looking  westerly  from  base   of   "r-e" 

wall.         (Photo  Date:   October  28,  1991) 
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III. 

ALTERNATIVES 


Two  basic  alternatives  are  being  considered  for  this  proposed  project  —  "Build" 
and  "No  Build".    The  former  has  three  variants  regarding  its  implementation. 
These  alternatives  are  shown  on  Figures  #4  through  #8,  and  described  as  follows: 

"No-Build"  ALTERNATIVE. 

As  the  name  implies  this  Alternate  has  no  construction  involvement.   This 
Alternate  allows  only  for  routine  maintenance  of  the  existing  route.   There 
is  no  work  done  to  correct  the  current  slide  conditions  other  than  attempts 
to  repair  the  highway  surface.   This  situation  has  essentially  been  in  effect 
since  the  completion  of  the  present  "r-e"  wall  and  highway  route. 


Alternate  "A"  -  Relocate  Highway  Closer  to  the  Hillside  (away  from  the 
existing  "r-e"  wall). 

This  Alternate  shifts  the  present  FAP  1  route's  centerline  a  maximum  of 
35  ±  ft.  to  its  left  (NorthEasterly)  side.   This  will  require  two  reverse  curves 
(one  at  each  end  of  the  alignment  shift),  and  a  steep  (1:1)  cut  slope. 

A  revised  (widened)  approach  to  the  southeasterly  end  of  the  goat  overpass 
bridge  will  also  be  required.   The  amount  of  excavation  required  is  12,000  ± 
cubic  yards  (yd.3),  and  the  total  estimated  cost  of  this  Alternate  is  $675,000. 
Figure  #4  shows  a  plan. view,  and  Figure  #5  shows  a  typical  section  of  this 
Alternate. 


Alternate  "B"  -  Construct  a  New  Retaining  Wall  with  a  Cantilever 
Roadway  Section  Behind  the  Existing  "r-e"  Wall. 

MDT  considers  this  as  being  the  Preferred  Alternate  for  this  proposed 
action.   This  Alternate  involves  constructing  a  cantilever  and  pile  wall 
system,  and  is  described  under  Part  I,  preceding.   The  existing  "r-e"  wall  and 
fill  will  be  removed  following  construction  of  the  structural  and  retaining 
wall  piles. 

The  total  estimated  cost  of  this  Alternate  is  $1,216,000.  Figure  #6  is  a  plan 
view  with  its  construction  sequence,  and  Figure  #7  shows  typical  sections  of 
the  existing  "r-e"  wall  and  the  proposed  new  pile  wall/cantilever  system. 
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Alternate  "C"  -  Construct  a  Bridge  over  the  Slide. 

This  Alternate  involves  constructing  piers  on  caisson  (structural)  piles  at 
each  end  of,  and  a  one-span  bridge  over  the  slide  zone.  A  12 ±  ft. 
(minimum)  deep  excavation  removes  the  existing  "r-e"  wall  and  fill.   The 
bridge  may  be  either  a  cast-in-place,  or  a  precast  concrete  beam  type. 

The  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  initially  preferred  this  Alternate. 
However,  following  a  meeting  between  the  NPS,  MDT,  and  the  consultant 
specializing  in  slide  problems  on  October  1,  1992  —  the  NPS  has  since 
concurred  with  MDTs  Preferred  Alternate  "B"  selection. 

Total  estimated  costs  for  this  Alternate  are  $1,495,000  for  the  cast-in-place 
bridge,  or  $1,285,000  for  the  precast  version.    Figure  #8  shows  the  proposed 
bridge,  and  describes  the  construction  sequence  for  this  Alternate. 


A  fourth  "build"  alternate  involving  construction  of  streambank  protection  along 
the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead  River  was  also  initially  proposed.   This  alternate 
left  the  existing  "r-e"  wall  in  place  and  involved  lining  the  right  (northeasterly) 
bank  of  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead  River  with  "riprap". 

However,  this  reach  of  the  river  is  an  element  of  the  National  Wild  &  Scenic 
River  System.   The  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  such  work  in  and  along 
the  river  caused  it  to  be  dropped  from  further  consideration  for  this  proposed 
project. 

The  seven  Figures  showing  these  Alternates  begin  on  the  following  page. 
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Alternate  "A" 


F  1  -2(59)182 
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movements  as  found  on  June  18,  1991. 
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Figure  #4  -  Plan  View. 
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Alternate  "A" 
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Figure  #5  -  Typical  Section. 
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Alternate  "B1 
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Behind  the  Existing  "r-e"  Wall. 


Figure  #6  -  Plan  View. 
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Alternate  "B" 
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CROSS  SECTION   OF  ROADWAY  WITH 
PRILLED  SHAFT  WALL  ANO  T1EBACK 
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Figure  #7  -  Typical  Section. 
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Alternate  "C" 


F  1  -2(59)182 

(P. M.S.    C#i958) 


GoatIick  Slide 

(Glacier  National  Park' 


Construct  a  Bridge  over  the  Slide 


^ 
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ELEVATION 


epical  SECTION 


CONSTRUCTION  SEQUENCE 


1  EXCAVATE  WEST  HALF  OF  ROADWAY  TO  8'  3EL0W  BOTTOM  SLAB 
AND  REMOVE  R.E.  WALL.  -.,-,—.„.» 

2  DRILL  AND  CAST  CONCRETE  SHAFTS  AT  NORTH  AND  SOUTH  ABUTMENTS. 

3.  CONSTRUCT  ABUTMENT  CAP  BEAMS  AND  WEB  WALLS. 

4.  POUR  8'  MUD  SLAB.  „_  __,__,,„ 
5     CONSTRUCT  SUPERSTRUCTURE  OVER  MUD  SLAB  (CIP  OPTION). 

ASSEMBLE  ALL  PRECAST  SEGMENTS  ON  MUD  SLAB.  (PC.  OPTION* 
8.    POSTTENSION  WEST  HALF  OF  3RIDGE. 
7      CAST  BARRIER  ANO  OPEN  FOR  TRAFFIC. 

3  USE  SAME  PROCEDURE  FOR  SECOND  HALF  OF  ROADWAY. 


Figure  #8  -  Plan/Side  Views,  w/Typical  Section. 
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IV. 
IMPACTS 


The  four  alternatives  described  previously  (under  Part  III)  will  have  varying  levels 
of  impacts  on  the  environment.   The  impacts  from  each  of  these  Alternates  are 
listed  as  follows: 

1.  Visual 

Glacier  National  Park  in  general  is  noted  for  its  spectacular  views,  depending 
on  prevailing  weather  conditions  and  amount  of  daylight.   However,  this 
proposed  project  is  located  in  a  part  of  the  Park  that  is  not  regarded  as  one  of 
its  most  scenic  areas.   This  area  is  characterized  by  steep  slopes  with  some 
timber  cover  (primarily  on  the  southwesterly  side  of  the  river)  interspersed  with 
slide  zones  (as  previously  described  under  Part  I.).   These  slides,  such  as  the 
one  at  this  proposed  project's  location,  are  usually  either  covered  with  scrub  or 
bare  rock/"talus"  slopes.   The  slopes  of  Running  Rabbit  Mountain  above  this 
location  (see  Figure  #2,  previous)  are  barren  of  substantial  vegetation  cover. 

The  two  basic  forms  of  visual  impacts  are  the  "View  from",  and  the  "View  of 
the  proposed  project's  area.   Glacier  National  Park  officials  do  not  regard 
obstructing  this  "View  from"  the  highway  as  being  a  negative  impact.    Vehicle 
traffic  tends  to  become  restricted  when  groups  of  pedestrians  and  bicyclists  are 
gathered  along  this  portion  of  U.S.  #2.   The  resulting  traffic  flow  impedance  is 
made  more  unsafe  by  the  restricted  visibility  on  the  vertical  curve  crest  section 
at  this  location.   Therefore,  while  each  of  the  three  "build"  alternatives  have 
some  impact  on  the  "View  from"  this  proposed  project's  location,  these  impacts 
are  regarded  as  beneficial  in  terms  of  reducing  traffic  "bottleneck"  situations. 

The  "No-Build"  Alternative  initially  has  the  least  visual  impacts  in  both  forms. 
The  continual  patching  of  the  present  highway  is  the  most  obvious  of  these, 
followed  by  the  sagging  road  surface  and  distorted  "r-e"  wall  panels.   This 
alternate  has  virtually  no  impact  on  the  "View  from"  the  proposed  project's 
area  at  present.   However,  given  the  continual  slide  movement  and  consequent 
distress  of  both  the  roadway  and  "r-e"  wall,  the  visual  impacts  will  become 
more  pronounced  over  time.   This  applies  to  both  "View  from"  and  "View  of 
aspects.   A  major  failure  of  the  "r-e"  wall,  the  slope  below  it  (down  to  the 
Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead,  280  ±  ft.  below),  or  both  will  result  in  substantial 
visual  impacts  on  both  forms. 

A.  "View  from"  Visual  Impacts 

Alternate  "A's"  most  obvious  impact  on  the  "View  from"  this  proposed 
project's  area  is  made  by  moving  FAP  I  closer  to  the  hillside.   This  action 
partially  obscures  the  view  down  to  the  river  seen  by  the  travelling  public. 
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(LA  "View  from"  Visual  Impacts  -  conclusion:) 

This  portion  of  U.S.  #2  is  signed  for  "No  Parking".   However,  pedestrians 
and  bicycles  tend  to  collect  at  this  site.   This  gives  the  closest  view  of 
Mountain  Goats  at  the  mineral  (salt)  lick  area  500 ±  to  600 ±  ft.  to  the 
west-southwesterly.   Alternate  "A"  restricts  that  view  by  moving  FAP  1 
farther  away  from  the  river.   Trees  and  shrubs  at  the  north-northwesterly 
end  of  this  proposed  project's  area  will  also  tend  to  obstruct  the  view. 

Alternate  "B"  has  the  least  impact  on  the  "View  from"  this  proposed 
project's  area.   The  top  of  the  proposed  steel  guardrail  at  the  end  of  the 
cantilever  beam  will  be  about  2.15 ±  ft.  above  the  pavement.   This  is  about 
the  same  height  as  the  existing  (similar)  rail  above  the  current  "r-e"  wall. 
However,  the  travelling  public's  view  will  be  slightly  more  obscured  than  at 
present  as  the  cantilever  beam  will  be  higher  than  top  of  the  "r-e"  wall. 

Alternate  "C"  has  a  minor  impact  similar  to  that  for  Alternate  "B"  on  the 
"View  from"  the  proposed  project.   The  bridge  rail  has  a  total  height  of 
about  1.75  ft.  above  the  deck.   This  rail  is  also  closer  to  FAP  l's  centerline 
than  Alternate  "B's".   The  0.4  ±  ft.  difference  in  heights  and  shorter  distance 
from  the  centerline  presents  a  better  view  from  this  Alternate.   However,  as 
mentioned  previously,  this  will  result  in  a  higher  potential  for  traffic  flow 
disruptions  and  subsequent  unsafe  driving  situations. 

B.  "View  of  Visual  Impacts 

The  view  of  the  new  FAP  1  alignment  on  Alternate  "A"  includes  the  reverse 
curves  at  either  end  of  the  proposed  project's  area,  and  the  road  moving 
closer  to  the  hillside.  The  new  alignment  will  also  have  a  new  plant-mix 
surface.   This  view  of  Alternate  "A"  from  areas  outside  the  proposed 
project's  vicinity  include  the  following  locations: 

a)  the  GoatLick  Viewing  Area  750 ±  ft.  southerly  of  (and  across  Snowslide 
Gulch  from)  this  site  and  the  vicinity  adjacent  to  this  Area; 

b)  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead  River; 

c)  the  Flathead  National  Forest  property  on  the  opposite  bank  of  the 
xMiddle  Fork  of  the  Flathead  River  (including  the  Sheep  Creek  Trail); 
and 

d)  the  Burlington  Northern  (BN)  RR. 

Impacts  will  decrease  proportionally  with  distance,  and  inversely  with  the 
amount  of  intervening  vegetation.   The  present  "r-e"  wall  has  been  in  place 
for  over  ten  years,  and  Alternate  "A's"  most  noticeable  visual  impact  will  be 
the  higher  cut-slope  to  the  northeast  of  FAP  \. 
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IB.  "View  of  Visual  Impacts  -  conclusion:) 

Alternate  "B"  has  a  greater  impact  on  the  "View  of  this  proposed  project's 
area  as  the  existing  "r-e"  wall  is  removed  and  replaced  by  the  pile  retaining 
wall  and  cantilevered  beam  system.    However,  the  cantilever  overshadows 
the  pile  retaining  wall.   Therefore,  it's  overall  appearance  will  be  less 
noticeable  than  the  present  concrete  panels  on  the  "r-e"  wall.    This  will  be 
particularly  evident  when  seen  from  the  Goatlick  Viewing  Area,  and  the 
Middle  Fork.   The  concrete  surface  at  the  end  of  the  cantilever  portion  will 
be  treated  and  colored  in  a  manner  to  match  the  present  slide  zone. 

Alternate  "C"  will  have  a  visual  impact  analogous  to  "B's"  in  that  the  entire 
"r-e"  wall  will  be  removed  and  replaced  by  a  bridge.   The  overshadowing 
effect  will  be  similar,  however,  the  bridge  beams  may  be  more  obvious 
depending  on  their  depths.   This  results  in  increased  visual  impacts  as  seen 
from  below  in  the  areas  described  previously.   A  concrete  bridge  deck  is 
also  a  greater  visual  change  as  the  pavement  on  the  other  Alternates  is 
plant-mix  surfacing  ("blacktop"). 

2.  Geotechnical 

The  "No-Build"  Alternate  initially  has  virtually  no  impacts  on  the  geologic 
characteristics  of  this  slide  area.    However,  a  collapse  of  the  existing  "r-e"  wall, 
the  slope  below  it,  or  both  will  result  in  further  and  extensive  slope  failures  in 
this  area.    Due  to  the  nature  of  the  soil  on  this  slope,  and  its  steep  angle  down 
to  the  river,  stabilization  with  vegetation  and/or  screening  barriers  are  neither 
practical  nor  safe  for  those  attempting  same. 

Alternate  "A"  is  an  attempt  to  avoid  the  slide  area  below  the  "r-e"  wall  in  the 
immediate  area  of  the  proposed  project  by  shifting  the  alignment  of  FAP  1. 
However,  this  will  not  prevent  future  instability  of  the  surface  of  the  slope 
below  this  area.   Investigations  by  MDT  Materials  Bureau  geologists  and 
consultants  indicate  that  the  potential  for  the  slide  to  continue  remains  a  risk. 
Should  the  slide  motion  accelerate,  Alternate  "A"  avoids  a  sudden,  catastrophic 
collapse  of  the  roadway.   However,  further  extensive  corrective  measures  will 
be  necessary  in  that  event. 

Alternate  "B"  provides  a  stable  support  for  FAP  1  over  this  proposed  project's 
area.   Setting  the  structural  piles  bases  below  the  slide  zone  allows  a  firm 
foundation.   Anchoring  their  upper  sections  provides  additional  support  for 
both  the  cantilever  beam  and  the  fill  behind  the  pilings.   These  measures  will 
make  a  sudden,  catastrophic  collapse  of  the  roadway  very  unlikely. 
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(2.  Geotechnical  Impacts  -  conclusion:) 

The  bridge  spanning  the  slide  zone  is  also  a  means  of  providing  roadway 
stability  under  Alternate  "C".   Although  the  anchoring  of  the  bridge  pier  pilings 
below  the  slide  zone  prevents  a  collapse,  this  Alternate  involves  more 
excavation  and  a  subsequently  higher  cost  over  Alternate  "B". 

In  time,  the  implementation  of  the  "riprap"  alternative  may  become  necessary 
depending  on  the  characteristics  of  the  river.   The  river's  erosion  characteristics 
will  depend  on  precipitation  amounts  and  flood  events  which  are  beyond  the 
scope  of  this  proposed  project. 

3.  Ajr  Quality  Impacts 

Impacts  on  Air  Quality  from  the  "No-Build"  Alternate  are  not  significant  as  no 
construction  is  necessary.    However,  a  sudden,  catastrophic  collapse  of  the 
present  "r-e"  wall,  the  slope  below  it,  or  both  would  result  in  a  large  amount  of 
dust  particles  in  this  proposed  project's  vicinity.   The  amount  and  duration  of 
the  event  would  be  limited  by  factors  such  as  ground  saturation,  precipitation, 
and  wind  direction  at  the  time  of  occurrence.   At  most  such  an  event  could 
trigger  other  slides  in  the  area.   However,  Air  Quality  impacts  would  not  be  of 
a  long  duration  and  would  be  confined  to  this  immediate  vicinity. 

Air  Quality  impacts  from  the  "Build"  Alternates  are  related  to  the  amount  of 
construction  work  needed  for  each.   Contractors  are  licensed  in  accordance 
with  the  Montana  Department  of  Health  &  Environmental  Science's 
(MDH&ES's)  Air  Quality  Bureau.   Therefore  the  Air  Quality  impacts  during 
either  "Build"  Alternate's  construction  will  be  controlled  by  their  guidelines. 
These  impacts  will  be  of  short  duration  (limited  to  periods  of  actual  excavation 
/fill,  or  concrete  finishing  work)  and  confined  to  the  proposed  project's  site. 

Additional,  short-term  Air  Quality  impacts  will  result  from  the  detour  necessary 
for  the  "Build"  Alternates.   A  gravel  fill  for  detouring  traffic  around  the 
excavation  area  during  the  "r-e"  wall's  removal,  and  construction  of  Alternates 
"B"  or  "C"  will  allow  two-way  traffic  during  this  period.   The  surface  of  this 
detour  will  be  treated  with  a  lignia  sulfunate  biodegradable  dust  palliative. 

This  proposed  project  is  located  in  an  "unclassifiable"/air  quality  attainment 
area  of  Montana  under  40  CFR  81.327.   As  this  type  of  project  has  no  impact 
on  regional  emissions  according  to  the  June  7,  1991  USDoT  &  EPA  Interim 
Guidance  for  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  —  Section  6.2  and  the 
Appendix  —  a  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  analysis  will  not  be  necessary.   There- 
fore, this  proposed  project  complies  with  the  1990  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments 
(23  U.S.C.  176(c))  during  "Phase  I"  of  the  "Interim  Period". 
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(3.  Air  Quality  Impacts  -  conclusion:) 

The  MDH&ES's  Air  Quality  Bureau  was  notified  of  this  proposed  project.   A 
copy  of  their  letter  of  response  follows  in  Part  VI.,  the  APPENDIX  to  this 

Environmental  Assessment. 

4.  Water  Quality  Impacts 

The  "No-Build"  Alternate  initially  has  little  or  no  impact  on  water  quality. 
However,  as  with  the  Air  Quality  impacts,  preceding,  a  subsequent  failure  of 
the  "r-e"  wall  will  cause  a  major  degradation  of  water  quality  in  this  area.   The 
slope  below  the  "r-e"  wall  leads  directly  to  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead 
River.   Therefore  any  failures  of  this  slope  and/or  the  "r-e"  wall  will  impact  this 
reach  of  the  River. 

A  secondary  impact  from  a  major  failure  of  the  slope  will  be  an  encroachment 
in,  or  complete  blockage  of  the  river's  channel.   This  will  require  emergency 
action  including  substantial  work  in  the  river  channel  itself  to  prevent  the 
collapse  of  the  "dam"  created  by  a  major  slide.   Such  a  sudden  collapse  has  the 
potential  for  creating  a  "flash  flood"  situation  downstream. 

Non-point  water  pollution  sources  for  all  "Build"  Alternates  are  related  to  the 
amount  of  construction  needed  for  each.   The  roadway  above  the  "r-e"  wall  at 
this  proposed  project's  location  drains  to  either  side  of  the  centerline.   Installa- 
tion of  temporary  silt  fences  across  the  lower  end  of  the  ditch  on  the  left 
(northeasterly)  side,  and  along  the  top  of  the  "r-e"  wall  portions  not  being 
removed  on  FAP  l's  right  side  will  aid  in  controlling  the  non-point  source 
pollution  during  construction. 

All  "Build"  Alternates  will  have  impacts  on  water  quality  in  the  immediate 
vicinity.    However,  these  will  be  minor  both  in  scope  and  duration  by 
employing  erosion  control  measures  (ecm's),  and  the  limited  period  of  actual 
construction.   The  ecm's  will  be  restricted,  however,  due  to  the  steep  slope 
making  installation  of  same  very  hazardous  to  construction  workers  (see 
Section  5.  Erosion  Control  &  Seeding  Impacts,  following). 

There  are  no  sources  of  potable  water  or  aquifers  providing  same  in  the 
vicinity  of  this  proposed  project. 

5.  Erosion  Control  &  Seeding  Impacts 

All  work  on  this  proposed  project  will  be  in  accordance  with  Section  208.03  of 
the  (former)  Montana  Department  of  Highways  (MDOH)  and  Montana 
Highway  Commission  (MSHC)  STANDARD  SPECIFICATIONS  for  ROAD 
CONSTRUCTION  manual  of  1987  regarding  erosion  control  measures. 
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(5.  Erosion  Control  &  Seeding  Impacts  -  conclusion:) 

The  Seeding  Special  Provisions  for  this  proposed  project  are  as  follows: 

SEEDING  SPECIAL  PROVISIONS 

AREA  DESCRIPTIONS 

Ail  areas  disturbed  by  construction 

SEEDBED  PREPARATION  REQUIREMENTS 

See  Sections  210. 02 (J),  (K) ,  and  610.13(B)  Condition   Seedbed   Surface    in 
the  (former)  MDOH/MSHC  1987  Standard  Specifications  for  Road  &  Bridge 
Construction. 

SEEDBED  APPLICATION 

Method  Seeding  Depth         Season  of  Seeding 

Scarified  and  Broadcast    k"    to  V  deep      Oct  15  through  May  20th 

MULCH  REQUIREMENTS 

2000  pounds  (Lbs.)  of  wood  fiber  plus  "tackifier" 

FERTILIZER  APPLICATION 

Year  of  Seeding  (Lbs,  per  Acre) 

Nitrogen  P205 

None  30  min   35  max 

SEED  MIXTURE 

Lbs.  PLS  Lbs.  PLS 

Species  Per  Acre      *Substitute  Species  Per  Acre 

(a)  Thickspike   Wheatgrass  3  (a)  Western   Wq .  3 

(b)  Idaho  Fescue  4  (b)  Slender  Wheatgrass  4 

(c)  Secar  Bluebunch   Wq.  4  (c)    Mountain   Brome  4 

*  Individual  substitute  species  shall  be  used  only  if  the  recommended 
species  is  not  available,  and  substitution  is  approved  by  the  project 
engineer.   Substitute  (a)  for  (a),  (b)  for  (b),  etc. 


6.  Section  4(f)  Impacts  (U.S.D.o.T.  Act) 

The  1966  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  Act,  Section  4(f)  (currently  under 
49  U.S.C.  303)  provides  specific  protection  for  any  significant  publicly-owned 
park.   This  Act  preceded  the  adoption  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
of  1969,  and  requires  a  separate  evaluation  of  protected  areas.   However,  the 
Surface  Transportation  and  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  Act  of  1987  (P.L.  100- 
17)  exempts  work  on  roads  located  within  or  providing  access  to  national  parks 
from  the  provisions  of  Section  4(f).   Therefore,  none  of  the  "Build"  Alternates 
will  require  a  separate  Section  4(f)  evaluation. 

Any  work  in  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead  River  —  an  element  of  the 
National  Wild  &  Scenic  Rivers  system  (this  segment  is  managed  by  the  Flat- 
head National  Forest)  —  will  require  evaluations  for  Section  4(f)  under  49 
U.S.C.  303(c),  and  the  Wild  &  Scenic  Rivers  Act  -  Section  7(a)  (16  U.S.C.  1271  - 

1287).   No  such  work  is  planned  at  this  time  under  this  proposed  project. 
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7.  Hazardous  Wastes  Impacts 

The  only  known  source  of  hazardous  wastes  for  this  proposed  project  are 
associated  with  the  "Build"  Alternates.   These  are  the  fuels,  lubricants, 
hydraulic  fluids,  and  related  items  needed  for  the  contractor's  equipment 
and  vehicles. 

A  consultant  specializing  in  hazardous  waste  remedial  actions  has  been 
retained  by  MDT  to  monitor  this  proposed  project.   A  contingency  plan  has 
been  adopted  for  cleaning-up  any  accidental  spills,  or  related  emergency 
situations  (accidents  such  as  a  spill  from  a  detouring  truck,  etc.).   This  plan 
includes  specific  recommendations  for  the  handling  of  all  construction  and 
equipment  materials.   A  copy  of  this  plan  follows  Part  VI.  of  this 
Environmental  Assessment. 

8.  Threatened/Endangered  Species  Impacts 

Three  Federally-listed  Endangered  Species,  and  one  Federally-listed 
Threatened  Species  were  identified  in  this  proposed  project's  vicinity.   This 
information  was  provided  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior's 
Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  (F&WS)  in  a  letter  dated  December  11,  1991.   The 
F&WS  is  one  of  the  three  Cooperating  Agencies  in  this  document  due  to 
their  "special  expertise"  in  the  identification  of,  and  jurisdiction  over  impact 
determinations  to  Federally-listed  Threatened/Endangered  (T  &  E)  species. 

These  four  T  &  E  species  are  as  follows: 

Bald  Eagle  (Haliaeetus  leucoephalus)  endangered: 
Northern  Rocky  Mountain  Wolf  (Canis  lupus)  endangered: 
Peregrine  Falcon  (Falco  peregrinus)  endangered:   and 
Grizzly  Bear  (Ursus  arctos  horribilis)  threatened. 

The  following  Conservation/Coordination  Measures  for  avoiding  impacts  to 
T  &  E  species  by  this  proposed  project  are  Required  in  the  Biological 
Resources  Report,  which  follows  Part  VI,  the  APPENDIX  of  this 
Environmental  Assessment: 

Bald  Eagle 

Prior  to  the  onset  of  construction,  the  Project  Manager  shall  contact 
an  MDT  and/or  the  project  biologist  (described  under  Part  V., 
Comments  &  Coordination,  following)  to  assess  the  overall  status  of 
nesting  bald  eagles  in  the  proposed  project's  area.   Spacial,  and/or 
temporal  restrictions  may  be  implemented  at  bald  eagle  nests 
established  in  this  area  prior  to  construction. 

Grizzly  Bear 

Garbage  will  be  disposed  in  "grizzly-bear-proofed"  NPS-approved 
containers,  which  will  be  removed  on  a  daily  basis. 
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(8.  Threatened/Endangered  Species  Impacts, 

Conservation/Coordination  Measures  Grizzly  Bear  -  conclusion:) 

Spills,  litter,  etc.,  will  be  cleaned-up  promptly.    Potential  attractants, 
such  as  anti-freeze  and  petroleum  products,  will  be  stored  and 
secured  from  all  animals  in  a  manner  that  will  not  attract  same. 

All  personnel  working  on  this  proposed  project  will  be  provided 
education/training  on  bear  safety,  working  in  an  environmentally- 
sensitive  area,  etc. 

Rocky  Mountain  Wolf 

The  project  manager  shall  contact  an  MDT  and/or  the  project 
biologist  to  assess  the  overall  status  of  wolves  in  this  proposed 
project's  area  prior  to  the  onset  of  construction.  Spacial,  and/or 
temporal  restrictions  may  be  implemented  near  dens  established  in 
this  area  prior  to  construction. 

This  proposed  project  will  have  "no  effect"  on  the  peregrine  falcon,  and  a 
"not  likely  to  adversely  effect"  on  the  other  three  T  &  E  species  under  the 
preceding  Coordination/Conservation  Measures.   The  F&WS  has  reviewed 
the  DRAFT  version  of  the  Biological  Resources  Report,  and  concurs  with 
its  findings  of  effects  on  these  T  &  E  species. 

9.  Plant  &  Wildlife  Impacts 

This  proposed  project's  vicinity  includes  habitat  for  several  Rare  & 
Sensitive  Plant/Wildlife  species.   These  are  identified  in  Table  II.  on  the 
following  page.    Due  to  the  steep  and  rocky  terrain,  and  the  fact  that  this  is 
in  an  area  disturbed  by  the  previous  FHP  13(3)  project's  construction,  any 
impacts  to  these  Rare  &  Sensitive  Species  will  be  minimal.   This  proposed 
project's  area  will  be  surveyed  for  these  species  by  either  an  MDT  or  the 
project's  biologist  prior  to  construction  as  a  Conservation  measure.   Any 
Rare  &  Sensitive  Plant  Species  impacted  by  this  proposed  project  will  be 
temporarily  stored  for  replanting,  or  relocated  in  an  area  suitable  for 
continued  growth. 

As  this  proposed  project  is  within  a  National  Park,  there  are  large  amounts 
of  other  wildlife  in  both  game  and  non-game  species  in  the  area.   A 
description  of  these,  and  additional  common  plant  species  for  the  area  is  in 
the  Biological  Resources  Report  following  Part  VI,  the  Appendix.   This 
proposed  project  is  confined  within  a  small  area  of  just  over  V*  ±  of  an  acre 
of  actual  construction  for  any  of  the  "Build"  Alternates.   Therefore,  its 
impacts  on  these  plant  and  wildlife  species  will  be  minimal  in  scope,  and 
limited  in  duration. 
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(9.  Plant  &  Wildlife  Impacts  -  continued:) 


-  Table  II  - 
Rare  &  Sensitive  Species  in  the  Proposed  Project's  Vicinity 


Species 

Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

bird 

Boreal  Owl 

Aegolius   funerius 

ii 

Common  Loon 

Gavier  immer 

ii 

Harlequin  Duck 

Histrionicus  histrionicus 

reptile 

Couer  d'Alene 

Plethodon   Vandyke i 

Salamander 

idahoensis 

mammal 

Western  Big- 
Eared  Bat 

Plecotus   townsendii 

plant 

Adder's  Tongue 

Ophioglossum   vulgatum 

n 

Beechf ern 

Thelypteris   phegropteris 

H 

Crazyweed  (spp.) 

Oxytropis   columbiana 

ii 

Fringed  Onion 

Allium   fibrillum 

H 

Geyer's  Lomatium 

Lomatium   geyeri 

ii 

Maidenhair 
Spleenwort 

Asplenium   trichomanes 

ii 

Northern  Golden- 

Chrysospl enium 

Carpet 

tetrandum 

ii 

Sapphire  Rock- 
cress 

Arab is   lyrata 

ii 

Spurred  Gentian 

Halenia   deflexa 

ii 

Velvetleaf  Blue- 
berry 

Vaccinium  myrtilloides 

This  proposed  project's  impacts  on  Rare  &  Sensitive  Wildlife  Species  will 
be  temporary  in  nature,  and  minimal  in  scope. 

The  primary  wildlife  concern  in  this  immediate  vicinity  are  the  Mountain 
Goats  (Oreamnos  americanus).   The  cliff  above  the  river  approximately  500 
to  600  ft.  west-southwesterly  of  this  proposed  project  is  high  in  mineral 
(salt)  content.   The  goats  migrate  down  to  this  cliff  between  the  Spring  and 
Fall  months  and  provide  a  unique  sight  for  travellers  along  the  highway  and 
river.   The  bridge  at  the  northwesterly  end  of  this  proposed  project  was 
built  specifically  as  a  crossing  for  goats  migrating  between  the  cliff  and  their 
range  in  the  mountains  to  the  north. 
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(9.  Plant  &  Wildlife  Impacts  -  conclusion:) 

Conservation/Coordination  measures  in  the  Biological  Resources  Report  to 

minimize  impacts  on  goats  by  this  proposed  project  include  the  following: 

No  machinery  will  be  operating,  the  work  areas  will  be  unoccupied, 
and  all  activities  within  the  vicinity  of  this  proposed  project  will  cease 
during  the  periods  of  05:00  -  07:30hrs  and  18:00  -  22:00hrs,  local 
(Mountain)  time.  These  time  periods  coincide  with  the  most 
frequent  occurrences  of  goats  in  this  vicinity,  and  will  be  subject  to 
revision  only  through  coordination  between  the  project's  and  MDTs 
biologists,  and  the  NPS. 

Vehicles  not  directly  engaged  in  construction  activities  on  this 
proposed  project  will  be  parked  in  the  GoatLick  Viewing  Area 
parking  lot,  or  other  areas  outside  this  vicinity  as  designated  by  the 
project's  biologist  and  as  approved  by  the  NPS. 

The  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead  River  is  a  pristine  habitat  for  a  variety  of 
common  and  rare  fish  species.   These  are  found  in  the  Biological  Resources 
Report  following  Part  VI.   Employing  the  ecm's  (see  Items  #4  Water 
Quality,  and  #5.  Erosion  Control  &  Seeding,  previous)  will  minimize  water 
quality  degradation  impacts  on  all  fish  species. 

The  "No-Build"  Alternate  will  have  no  initial  impacts  on  any  of  these  Plant, 
Wildlife,  and/or  Fish  species.   However,  as  with  the  previous  "No-Build" 
impacts,  a  failure  of  the  existing  "r-e"  wall  and/or  the  slope  below  it  will 
cause  loss  of  both  riparian  and  upland  habitat.  This  loss  of  habitat  will  be 
confined  to  the  area  within  and  below  the  proposed  project's  location. 
Mountain  Goats  will  be  the  most  affected  due  to  the  close  proximity  of  the 
project  site  to  their  "salt"-lick  and  migratory  areas  for  same. 

All  "Build"  Alternates  will  have  some  minimal  impact  on  natural  habitats. 
These  impacts  will  be  limited  to  the  duration  of  the  construction  season 
(June  to  November),  and  confined  to  the  immediate  vicinity  of  this  propo- 
sed project.   None  of  these  "Build"  Alternates  will  result  in  the  permanent 
substantial  loss  of  habitat  for  any  fish/wildlife  species  in  this  area. 

10.  Construction  Impacts 

No  construction-related  impacts  will  result  from  the  "No-Build"  Alternate. 
The  "Build"  Alternates  all  have  some  impacts  from  construction  on  the 
proposed  project's  area.   All  construction-related  impacts  will  be  limited  in 
duration  to  the  period  of  June  -  November  (except  for  the  hours  of  no 
activity  as  specified  under  Item  #8,  previous). 
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(10.  Construction  Impacts  -  conclusion:) 

These  impacts  will  result  from  placing  machinery  and  materials  on  the 
present  FAP  1  route  in  the  project's  immediate  vicinity,  using  the  GoatLick 
Viewing  Area  parking  lot  as  a  "staging  area"  for  contractor's  equipment  and 
materials,  and  noise/air  quality  impacts  associated  with  machinery 
operation  and  the  temporary  traffic  detour  (see  Item  #3,  previous). 

All  equipment  and  vehicles  provided  by  the  contractor  will  be  washed  prior 
to  arrival  on-site.   This  proposed  project  will  be  in  accordance  with  MDTs 
Construction  Specifications  Article  107.12(E)  Noxious  Weed  Management. 

Materials  excavated  for  all  "Build"  Alternates  will  be  removed  to  approved 
locations  outside  Glacier  National  Park.   Measures  will  be  implemented  to 
prevent  the  loss  of  this  material  down  the  slope  to  the  river.   However,  the 
steep  terrain  limits  these  measures  to  placing  fencing  material  (chain  link  or 
plastic  barrier)  immediately  below  the  excavation  site. 

It  will  not  be  possible  to  retain  all  of  the  rock  and  soil  removed  during  the 
excavation  process.   The  unstable  nature  of  the  slope  results  in  a  nearly 
constant  flow  of  soil  and  rock  down  to  the  river.   However,  the  careful 
operation  of  boring  machinery,  and  the  installation  of  fencing  material  will 
minimize  the  amount  lost  down  the  slope.   These  measures  prevent  a  major 
increase  in  the  rate  of  materials  falling  down  this  slope  during  construction. 

Noise  impacts  will  be  limited  to  the  period  of  actual  construction,  which 
will  normally  take  place  during  daylight  hours,  only.   This  work  period  may 
be  extended  after  Labor  Day  weekend  depending  on  the  rate  of  completion 
for  various  aspects  of  the  proposed  project.   Weather  and  materials  arrivals 
during  construction  will  affect  completion  rates  of  these  aspects. 

Secondary  impacts  from  construction  are  related  to  the  viewing  of  the  goats 
on  the  salt-lick  cliff.   Use  of  the  GoatLick  Viewing  Area  for  construction 
equipment  and  materials  will  prevent,  or  severely  restrict  access  to  same. 
This  Area  will  also  be  closed  for  specific  times  during  construction  (see 
Item  #8,  previous).   Construction  on  this  portion  of  FAP  \  for  all  "Build" 
Alternates  will  also  restrict  viewing  from  the  highway.   However,  this 
restriction  will  only  occur  during  the  June  -  November  construction  period. 
Also,  as  with  the  Visual  impacts  described  under  Item  #1,  previous,  the 
NPS  does  not  regard  restricting  this  view  from  FAP  1  as  being  a  negative 
impact.  Additional  impacts  from  construction  activities  are  discussed  under 
Item  #11  on  the  following  page. 
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1.  Transportation  Impacts 

The  "No-Build"  Alternate  has  the  least  initial  impact  on  highway  transporta- 
tion.  However,  a  failure  of  the  "r-e"  wall  and/or  the  slope  below  it  (as 
previously  described),  will  result  in  a  closure  of  this  route  for  an  undeter- 
mined amount  of  time.    Major  traffic  disruptions  will  occur  across  northern 
Montana  between  the  eastern  and  western  portions. 

Closing  FAP  1  at  this  location  also  creates  substantial  increases  in  traffic  on 
other  primary  routes  crossing  the  Continental  Divide  in  Montana.   This 
increased  traffic  impact  applies  to  Montana  highway  #200  (FAP  24) 
between  Bowman's  Corner  and  Clearwater  Jet.  Additional  traffic  would  be 
forced  to  detour  on  the  "Going-to-the-Sun"  route  within  the  Park,  or  the 
Crowsnest  Trail  between  southern  Alberta  and  British  Columbia  in  Canada. 

The  NPS  does  not  allow  large  recreational  or  commercial  vehicles  (large 
trucks  and  buses)  over  the  former  route  —  which  is  narrow,  steep  and 
winding.   All  traffic  travelling  to/from  the  Crowsnest  Trail  would  be 
required  to  be  inspected  for  Customs.   Commercial  carriers  could  haul 
cargo  through  Canada  under  an  international  customs  bond. 

The  "Build"  Alternates  will  have  the  same  general  impacts  on  transporta- 
tion.  Construction  equipment  and  materials  will  occupy  the  eastbound 
(westerly/right)  lane  above  the  "r-e"  wall  at  this  location.   Both  lanes  will  be 
relocated  under  Alternate  "A",  the  eastbound  lane  is  replaced  under  "B", 
and  both  lanes  will  be  replaced  in  "C". 

The  westbound  lane  (with  the  ditch  and  shoulder)  will  be  used  for  a  detour 
route  during  the  construction  period  for  all  "Build"  Alternates.   Filling-in 
the  existing  ditch  along  the  northeasterly  side  of  FAP  I  will  allow  a  two- 
lane  detour  to  be  used  for  this  period.   Traffic  is  detoured  to  the  eastbound 
lane  under  Alternate  "C"  when  that  portion  of  the  bridge  is  completed. 
Minor  traffic  disruption  on  this  Alternate  will  occur  during  this  time  from 
the  one-way/one-lane  detouring  (June  -  November).   Traffic  will  be 
handled  with  signing  and  flagging  in  accordance  with  the  Manual  of 
Uniform  Traffic  Control  Devices  for  all  "Build"  Alternates. 

There  will  be  additional  construction-related  traffic  impacts  resulting  from 
the  transport  of  excavated  materials,  construction  equipment,  and  supplies. 
All  of  these  impacts  will  be  minor  in  nature,  and  limited  to  the  duration  of 
the  construction  period. 
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V. 
COMMENTS  And  COORDINATION 


A  preliminary  "scoping"  meeting  was  held  on  this  proposed  action  at  the  Izaak 
Walton  Inn  in  Essex  (2.8  ±  miles  northwesterly  of  this  proposed  project's  location) 
on  October  28,  1991.    Representatives  of  the  FHWA,  MDT,  Glacier  National 
Park,  and  the  Flathead  National  Forest  attended  this  meeting.   A  second  meeting 
was  held  at  MDTs  Kalispell  Division  office  on  January  30,  1992.   The  same 
agencies,  less  the  FHWA,  and  consultants  specializing  in  retaining  wall 
construction  were  present  at  this  meeting. 

A  Letter  of  Intent  was  distributed  to  a  list  of  government  agencies  and  private 
individuals  provided  by  Glacier  National  Park.   This  Letter  was  mailed  on 
February  18,  1992,  and  responses  have  already  been  generated  by  some  Federal 
and  state  agencies,  as  well  as  a  few  private  individuals  and  groups.   Copies  of  this 
Letter  of  Intent  and  responses  received  to  date  follow  under  Part  VI.,  the 
Appendix  to  this  Environmental  Assessment. 

In  general,  the  responses  received  from  this  Letter  of  Intent  have  been  supportive 
or  non-committal  concerning  this  proposed  project.   Specifically,  these  comments 
concerned  the  appearance  of  the  proposed  project  (when  completed),  noise 
(during  construction),  and  impacts  to  the  Mountain  Goats  and  the  Federally-listed 
Threatened/Endangered  Species  in  the  proposed  project's  vicinity.   These  issues 
have  been  given  consideration  under  the  preceding  Part  IV  IMPACTS. 

An  additional  "Scoping"  meeting  between  MDT,  the  FHWA,  Glacier  National 
Park,  and  consultants  was  held  at  the  MDT  headquarters  in  Helena  on  July  17, 
1992.   The  consultant  retained  by  MDT  for  the  design  of  this  proposed  project 
presented  revised  proposals  at  that  meeting.   These  proposals,  described  as 
"Options"  at  that  meeting,  have  been  incorporated  in  the  three  "Build"  Alternates 
described  under  Part  III.   These  have  been  based  on  additional  geological  findings, 
and  a  meeting  between  MDT,  the  consultant,  and  the  NPS  at  the  latter's  Glacier 
National  Park  headquarters  on  October  1,  1992. 

An  Opportunity  for  a  Public  Hearing  will  be  offered  following  FHWA's  approval 
of  this  Environmental  Assessment.   Unless  comments  received  on  this  document 
warrant  further  investigation,  no  additional  public  involvement  is  planned. 

The  NPS  (Glacier  National  Park),  and  the  F&WS  under  the  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior  have  agreed  to  be  Cooperating  Agencies  in  the  preparation  of 
this  Environmental  Assessment.   The  former  as  it  has  jurisdiction  by  law  over  this 
proposed  project's  location,  and  the  latter  (as  described  under  Part  IV.8,  previous) 
as  it  has  "special  expertise"  in  the  T  &  E  Species  issue.   Copies  of  the  response 
letters  from  both  of  these  Cooperating  Agencies  also  follow  Part  VI. 
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This  proposed  project  has  no  effect  on  the  NPS's  Transportation  Plan  for  Glacier 
National  Park.   Also,  the  NPS  has  no  actions  planned,  or  currently  under  way  that 
will  have  any  effect  on  this  proposed  project. 

The  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  (Flathead  National  Forest)  has  also 
been  requested  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency.   The  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead 
River's  reach  that  is  designated  part  of  the  Wild  &  Scenic  River  system  will  not  be 
affected  by  this  proposed  project.   However,  the  initial  proposals  for  this  action  did 
involve  work  in  the  river,  and  subsequent  events  may  result  in  same.   A  copy  of 
this  agency's  response  letter  also  follows  Part  VI. 

A  biologist  will  be  monitoring  this  proposed  project's  impacts  on  the  natural 
environment  described  previously  under  Part  IV.9.   This  is  in  accordance  with  the 
Biological  Resources  Report.   A  copy  of  this  document  follows  Part  VI.,  the 
Appendix  of  this  Environmental  Assessment. 

This  project  biologist  will  be  responsible  for  the  following: 

a.  monitoring  this  proposed  project's  impacts  from  construction  activities  on  all 
wildlife,  and  specifically  on  the  goats  (use  of  the  salt-lick,  migratory  patterns, 
etc.); 

b.  monitoring  the  time  periods  specified  (under  Part  IV.9,  Plant  &  Wildlife 
Impacts,  previous)  to  determine  their  effectiveness  in  reducing  impacts  to  goats, 
and  determining  if  revisions  to  these  time  periods  are  appropriate; 

c.  provide  education/training  on  grizzly  bear  and  other  wildlife  behavior,  safety, 
etc.  to  project  personnel  (as  described  in  Part  IV.8,  Threatened/Endangered 
Species  Impacts  -  previous);   and 

d.  conduct  a  Rare  &  Sensitive  Plant  Species  survey  prior  to  construction  (as 
described  under  Part  IV.9,  previous). 
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List  of  Preparers 

The  individuals  responsible  for  the  preparation  of  this  Environmental  Assessment 
are  as  follows: 

Dale    W.     Paulson    -       FHWA    Region    #8,    Montana   Division    Environmental 

Coordinator 

Edrie    L.     Vinson,     Chief    -    MDT    Environmental    &    Hazardous   Waste 

Bureau 


List  of  Government  Agencies 

The  Federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  with  jurisdiction  and/or  environmental 
review  authority  over  this  proposed  project's  area  are  as  follows  (NOTE:  An 
asterisk  "*"  denotes  a  Cooperating  Agency  under  23  CFR  771.111(d)): 

U.S.    Department  of  the   Interior 

National  Park  Service  (NPS)*  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  (F&WS)* 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  -  Forest  Service* 

U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 
Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA)* 

U.S.  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY  (EPA) 


Montana  Department  of  Health  &  Environmental  Sciences  (MDH&ES) 
Air  &  Water  Quality  Bureaus  Solid  &  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT) 


Flathead  County 
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VI. 


APPENDIX 
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p.r.  i-ii-c 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


2701    Prosoec:   Avenue 
Helena. MT   59620-9726 


Sisr  Sieonens.  Governor 


February  13,  1992 


(Letter  of  Intent  -  MASTER) 


The  department  intends  to  develop  a  federal-aid  highway 
project  on  U.S.  Highway  2  in  Flathead  County  and  we'd  like  to 
hear  your  comments  and  suggestions.  The  project  is  called  the 
Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall  (control  number  1958,  F  1-2(59)182). 

It's  located  between  milepost  182.1  and  182.2  within  the 
boundaries  of  Glacier  National  Park.  A  map  showing  the 
general  location  is  enclosed  with  this  letter. 

We  propose  to  remedy  a  slide  condition  in  the  area  by 
constructing  a  new  retaining  wall  in  front  of  the  existing 
reinforced  earth  wall.  Tentative  plans  suggest  the  work  will 
involve  driving  pilings  into  bedrock  at  the  base  of  the 
existing  fill  and  tying  the  pilings  into  bedrock  under  the 
roadway. 

The  project  should  be  ready  in  time  so  that  contractor  bids 
can  be  accepted  in  June.  Construction  will  take  place  between 
mid-August  and  the  first  of  November,  1992.  There'll  likely 
be  some  disruption,  although  one  lane  of  traffic  will  be  kept 
open. 

We'd  like  to  hear  from  you— opinions  on  the  project, 
environmental  matters,  problems  this  project  could  cause  or 
eliminate,  plans. that  could  be  affected  or  any  other  matter 
you  feel  is  appropriate.  In  addition,  if  there  are  specific 
agencies,  groups  or  individuals  that  you  want  to  be  sure  are 
contacted,  please  let  us  know. 


"b 


<\ 


Dennis  J  Unsworth 

Public  Affairs  Bureau  Chief 
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AO  MASTER  LIST  -  LETTER  OF  INTENT 


Date:   February  5,  1992 


Requested  by:   Sam  Kaseem 


Project:   F  1-2(59) 

Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall 

Control  No.  1958 


Engineering  Division 

David  S.  Johnson 

Carl  S.  Peil 

(Dist-  List )  Vtwf.  fiAa&^A*) 

Don  Dusek 

Jim  Hill 

John  Maykuth 

Dave  Jensen 

Sdrie  Vinson 

Dick  R.  Mclntyre 

Dennis  Unsworth 

Keenan  Bingham 

Jack  Ricker 

SEO  Officer 

Public  Hearing 

Jim  Weaver,  District  Engineer 
Missoula,  MT  (Dist-  List) 


1.   CITY,  COUNTY  OR 

CITY-COUNTY  PLANNING  BOARD 

Flathead  Co.  Planning  3oard 
724  Fifth  Ave.  East 
Kalispell,  MT   59901 

3.   BOARD  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 

Flathead  County  Commissioners 
Flathead  County  Courthouse 
Kalispell,  MT   59901 

Glacier  County  Commissioners 
Glacier  County  Courthouse 
Cut  3ank,  MT   59427 

1.   COUNTY  EXTENSION  AGENT 


1.  Larry  Brazda,  Asst.  Const.  Eng. 
Kalispell,  MT 

2.  CONSULTANT 

Landslide  Technology 
7440  S.W.  Hunziker  Rd. 
Portland,  OR   97223 

1.   HIGHWAY  COMMISSIONERS 


Flathead  County  Extension  Office 
300  South  Main 
Kalispell,  MT   59901 

1.   COUNTY  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT  - 
LOCAL 

Flathead  Co.  Conservation  Dist. 
35  West  Reserve  Drive 
Kalispell,  MT   59901 


Roy  Duff 
P.O.  Box  185 
Whitefish,  MT 


59937 


MAYOR  OF  CITY  OR  TOWN 
+  CITY  GOVERNTNG  BODY 


1.   STATE 


State  Soil  Conservation  Service 
10  East  Babcock  Street,  Room  443 
Federal  Building 
3ozeman,  MT   59715 


Honorable  Steve  Sarcus 
Mayor  of  Browning 
P.O.  Box  453 

Browning,  MT   59417 


1.   UTILITIES 

(Railroads,  Telephone  Lines,  Power, 
Gas,  Oil,  Etc. ) 
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Montana  Power  Company 
Attn:   Gas  Engineering 
40  East  Broadway 
Butte,  MT   59701 


Department  of  State  Lands 
Office  of  the  Commissioner 
1625  -  lith  Avenue 
Helena,  MT   59620  (DEADHEAD) 


I  .   LOCAL  INTERESTS  (AS  APPLICABLE) 

1.   3lackfoot  Tribal  Business  Council 
P.O.  Box  852 
Browning,  MT   59417 

(APPROPRIATE  INDIAN  TRIBES  OR 
RESERVATIONS) 

I I . STATS  OFF  I CSS 


Environmental  Quality  Council 

Office  of  the  Director 

Capitol  Post  Office 

P.O.  3ox  215 

Helena,  MT   59620  (DEADHEAD) 

Montana  Historical  Society 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

225  North  Roberts  Street 

Helena,  MT   59620  (DEADHEAD) 


r  >. 

vcc 


Department  of  Commerce 
Aeronautics  Division 
Airport  Road 
Helena,  MT   59620  (DEADHEAD) 

Department  of  Commerce 
Attn:   Admin.  Trans.  Div. 
1424  -  9th  Avenue 
Helena,  MT   59620  (DEADHEAD) 

Department  of  Fish, 
Wildlife  s  Parks 
Stream  Protection  Coordinator 
1420  East  6th  Avenue 
Helena,  MT   59620  (DEADHEAD) 

Department  of  Health  & 

Environmental  Sciences 
Solid  &  Hazardous  Waste  3ureau 
836  Front  Street 
Helena,  MT   59620  (DEADHEAD) 

Department  of  Health 

&  Environmental  Sciences 
Air  Quality  Bureau 
Water  Quality  Bureau 
Cogswell  Building 
Helena,  MT   59620  (DEADHEAD) 

Department  of  Natural  Resources 

&  Conservation 
Office  of  the  Director 
1520  East  6th 
Helena,  MT   59620  (DEADHEAD) 


Montana  State  University 
Institute  of  Applied  Research 
Bozeman,  MT   59715 

State  Clearinghouse 
Lieutenant  Governor's  Office 
Capitol  Building 
Helena,  MT   59620  (DEADHEAD) 

I II. FEDERAL  OFFICES 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
c/o  DNRC/CDD 
1520  East  Sixth  Avenue 
Helena,  MT   59620-2301 
(MINOR  NON-CONFLICT  PROJECTS) 

Department  of  the  Army 

Seattle  District  Corps  of  Engineers 

P.O.  Box  C-3755 

Seattle,  WA   98124  (WEST  OF  DIVIDE) 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

U.S.  Forest  Service,  Region  1 

Attn:   Regional  Forester 

P.O.  Box  7669 

Missoula,  MT   59801 

(LOCAL  FOREST  OFFICES  AVAILABLE  17 

NEEDED) 

Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 

Region  VIII 

Denver  Federal  Center 

Building  710 

Denver,  CO   30225 
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Federal  Housing  Administration 
Office  of  the  Director 
Housing  and  Urban  Development 
Federal  Office  Building 
301  South  Park,  Drawer  10095 
Helena,  MT   59626 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Forest  Service  Region  1 
Regional  Forester 
Federal  Building 
Missoula,  MT   59801 
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U.S.  Department  of  Energy 

A.R.  Morrell,  Environmental  Manage; 

Bonneville  Power  Administration 

P.O.  Box  3621  -  SJ 

Portland,  OR   97208 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

National  Park  Service 

Branch  of  Compliance,  RMRD-PC 

Denver  Federal  Center 

P.O.  Box  25237 

Denver,  CO   30225 


U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
3ureau  of  Land  Management 
222  North  32nd  Street 
P.O.  Box  36800 
3illings,  MT   59107 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Federal  Building  &  U.S.  Courthouse 

550  West  Fort  Street,  Box  043 

3oise,  ID   33724 

(WEST  OF  DIVIDE) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Director,  Office  of 

Environmental  Affairs 
1849  C  Street  N.W. 
Washington,  DC   20240-0001 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Chief,  Environmental  Impact 

Assessment  Program 
U.S.  Geological  Survey,  MS-760 
423  National  Center 
Reston,  VA   22092 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Forest  Service  Supervisor 
Flathead  National  Forest 
P.O.  Box  147 
Kalispell,  MT   59901 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Chief,  Western  Field 

Operation  Center 
Bureau  of  Mines 
East  360  Third  Avenue 
Spokane,  WA  99202 


U.S.  EPA  Montana  Office 
Attn:   EIS  Review 
301  South  Park,  Drawer  10096 
Helena,  MT   59626 

S.P.A.  Region  3 

Environmental  Review  Coordinator 

One  Denver  Place 

949  -  18th  Street 

Denver,  CO  80202-2405 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
U.S.  Geological  Survey 
Water  Resources  Division 
Room  428,  Federal  Building 
301  South  Park,  Drawer  10076 
Helena,  MT   59626 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 
Airport  District  Office 
FAA  3uilding,  Room  2 
Helena,  MT   59601 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Highway  Administration 
301  South  Park,  Drawer  10056 
Helena,  MT   59626  (DEADHEAD) 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

United  States  Coast  Guard 

Commander  (OAN) 

13th  Coast  Guard  District 

915  Second  Avenue 

Seattle,  WA  98174 
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U..?.  Fish  &  Wildlife 

Montana  Office 

Enhancement  Division 

Mr.  Kemper  McMaster,  Field  Supvr. 

Federal  Building,  301  South  Park 

Helena,  MT   5  9625  (DEADHEAD) 

U.S.    Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  (ES) 
1501  -  14th  Street  West 
Suite  230 
Billings,  MT  59102 

Director,  Federal  Agency 

Liaison  Division 
Office  of  Federal  Activities 
SPA  Environmental  Review 

Coordinator 
Washington,  DC   20460 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL  &  SPECIAL  INTERESTS 

American  Wilderness  Alliance 
C.R.  Merritt,  Executive  Director 
746  Sawyer  Lane 
Hamilton,  MT   59840 

Montana  Automobile  Association 
P.O.  Box  4129 
Helena,  MT   59604 

Montana  Motor  Carriers  Association 

P.O.  Box  1714 

Helena,  MT   59624 

(INTERSTATE  &  PRIMARY  PROJECTS 

ONLY) 

Sierra  Club 

Bitterroot  Mission  Group 

c/o  Leo  Joron 

545  Beverly  Avenue 

Missoula,  MT   59801  (WEST) 

Montana  Wildlife  Federation 
P.O.  Box  6537 
Bozeman,  MT   59715 

PERSONS  OF  CONCERN 

Toni  Anstad 

2216  Fifth  Ave.  S.W. 

Great  Falls,  MT   59404 


Briggs  &  Alice  Austin 
4741  Sundown  Road 
Missoula,  MT   59801 

Michael  G.  Bader,  President 
Glacier-Two  Medicine  Alliance 
P.O.  Box  8374 
Missoula,  MT   59807 

3ob  Barta 

2217  J  Street  S.W. 

Cedar  Rapids,  LA   52404 

Helen  Bibler  £ 
James  Parker 
P.O.  Box  217 
Conner,  MT   59827 

Bikecentennial 
Attn:  Michael  McCoy 
P.O.  Box  8308 
Missoula,  MT   59807 

Bill  Bishop 

750  Rocky  Point  Road 

Poison,  MT   59860 

D.  L.-  Blank 
P.O.  Box  953 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 

Derek  Bouse 

2215  Arch  St.,  #516 

Philadelphia,  PA  19103 

Nick  Boynion 
225  East  Kent 
Missoula,  MT   59801 

Mary  Bradshaw 
P.O.  Box  90 
Dixon,  MT   59831 

Steve  Braun 
105  Peter  Koch 
Bozeman,  MT   59715 

Larry  Broeker 

3326  N.  Whistler  Ln.  /201 

3oise,  ID   83703 
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Leonard  Brubacher 

Brubacher  TOURS 

R.R.  2 

West  Montrose,  Ontario, 

Canada   NOB  2V0 

Jan  &  Ronald  3runk 
(See  Glacier  Cyciery) 


John  Crull 

The  Missoula  Bicycle  Club 

P.O.  Box  8903 

Missoula,  MT   59807 

Steve  Dagger 
P.O.  3ox  743 
Bigfork,  MT   59911 


Don  J.  Burgard 
P.O.  Box  1152 
Kalispell,  MT   59903 


Lee  Daneker 

3251  -  43rd  Ave.  W. 

Seattle,  WA  98199 


Mark  &  Melinda  Clark 
22072  Rustic  Oak  Lane 
Palo  Cedro,  CA  96073 


Jame3  Dennedy 

352  Van  Voast  Ave. 

Bellevue,  KY   41073 


Carol  Siers  Clarkson 

815  Milwaukee 

Deer  Lodge,  MT   59722 


Herbert  &  Mary  Alice  Devries 
1063  3ayview  Dr. 
Poison,  MT   59860 


Coalition  for  Canyon  Preservation 

Sharlon  L.  Willows 

P.O.  Box  422 

Hungry  Horse,  MT   59919 

Feme  Cohen 
P.O.  3ox  1782 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 


George  &  Elizabeth  Eenzl 
1617  E.  Menlo  Blvd. 
Shorewcod,  WI   53211 

Flathead-Glacier  Transp.  Co. 
Randall  Johnson 
P.O.  3ox  1707 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 


Christopher  D.  Collard 

602  Lock  Road 

Deerfield  Beach,  FL  33442 


Henry  H.  Frank 
P.O.  Box  984 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 


Frances  M.  Coover 
104  East  Kent  St. 
Missoula,  MT   59801 


Abigail  Frederick 

190  Reed  Lane 

Columbia  Falls,  MT   59912 


Janet  Cornish 

(See  Montana  Preservation  Alliance) 

M.  R.  Crawford 
P.O.  Box  176 

Ulm,  MT   59485 

Kerry  Crittenden 
P.O.  Box  1723 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 


Bob  Gerl 

720  S.  Jetty 

Lincoln  City,  OR   97367 

Robert  K.  Gerloff 
1104  S.  3rd  St. 
Hamilton,  MT   59840 

Sheryl  Getman 
15  3urton  Ave. 
Hopewell,  NJ   08525 
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Dr.  &  Mrs.  John  Giovanelli 
4409  Dresden  St. 
Kensington,  MD   20895 

Glacier  Cyclery 
Jan  &  Ronald  Brunk 
336  Second  St. 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 

Hayden  Glenn         (JJJL.  3/T^^-) 
1312  Woodward  Drive 
Huntsville,  AL   35801 

Renee  Grandi 
P.O.  Box  1516 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 

Jean  and  Willie  Gray 

103  Tyson  Road 

Newtown  Square,  PA   19073 

Great  3ear  Foundation 
Lance  Olson 
P.O.  3ox  2699 
Missoula,  MT   59806 

Buerl  Guernsey 

12245  Lincoln  Lake  Rd. 

Greenville,  MT   48838 

Joseph  Guikoski 
Landscape  Architect 
304  North  8th 
3ozeman,  MT   59715 

Jamey  Hanks 

529  Central  Ave. 

Whitefish,  MT   59937 

John  Hansan 

55  Warren  Street 

Columbus,  OH   43215 

Robert  C-  Haraden 
6504  Leverich  Lane 
Bozeman,  MT   59417 

Jon  L.  Heberling 
Attorney  at  Law 
745  South  Main 
Xalispell,  MT   59901 


William  R.  Henders,  P.E. 
5947  Dumfries  Dr. 
Houston,  TX   77096 

Gracia  A.  Hilde 
349  Fox  Dr.  #16 
Great  Falls,  MT   59404 

James  Hilton,  Jr. 

17  Ethel  St. 

New  Bedford,  MA  02745 

Diane  E.  Hitchings 
22  Phillips  Place 
Stamford,  CT   06906 

Janet  Hohmann 
Rt.  1,  Box  153 
Wallowa,  OR   97885 

Dennis  Holden 

P.O.  Box  298 

Martin  City,  MT   59926 

Jack  Holterman 

(See  Red  Eagle  Ranch) 

Margaret  L.  Holwick 
44  Pine  Ave. 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 

B.  Horeisi 

P.O.  Box  506,  Sta.  G 
Calgary,  Alberta 
Canada  T3A  2G4 

Joel  Hubble 

209  S.  30th  Ave. 

Yakima,  WA   98902 

Barney  Jette 
2340  Swan  Valley 
Seeley  Lake,  MT   59868 

Steve  Johnsen 

703  Pioneer  Court 
Missoula,  MT   59801 

Gregory  E.  Johnson 
4  Winchester  Rd. 
Shrewsbury,  PA   17361 
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Randall  Johnson 

(See  Flathead-Glacier 

Cedron  Jones 
940  Wilder 
Helena,  MT   59601 

Gary  Jorgenson 
P.O.  Box  1902 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 

Jeff  Juel 

P.O.  Box  288 

East  Glacier,  MT   59434 


Steve  Kelly 

Friends  of  the  Wild  Swan 

P.O.  3ox  103 

Swan  Lake,  MT   59911 

Greg  Kushnak 
16  North  Idaho 
Conrad,  MT   59425 

Wade  Laird 

P.O.  Box  523 

West  Glacier,  MT   59936 

Tim  Landgraf 
Jan  Lihbey 
R.R.  2,  Box  32 
Belmond,  IA   50421 

Lela  Lane 
P.O.  Box  1011 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 

Peter  Lesica 
P.O.  Box  8944 
Missoula,  MT   59807 

Jan  Libbey 
(See  Landgraf) 

Stephen  Loane 

437  Second  Ave.  E. ,  #3 

Kalispell,  MT   59901 

Mark  &  Carole  Mackin 
1171  Yellowstone  Rd. 
Whitehall,  MT   59759 


'ransp.  Co.  ) 


Dottie  Maitland 
Maitland  Travel  Services 
Highway  93  South 
Kalispell,  MT   59901 

Fred  Martineau 

5000  Boardwalk,  #1113 

Ventnor,  NJ   08406 

Carley  McCaulay 

2314  -  7th  Ave.  North 

Great  Falls,  MT   59401 


McGill       i^uu  frt^C^'ft^lPU) 


John 

P.O.  Box  246 

East  Glacier,  MT   59434 

Mary  Jo  McGuire 
4405  Rathbun  Lane 
Stevensville,  MT   59870 

Margie  L.  Miller 

East  Lakeshore  Woods  Bay 

3igfork,  MT   59911 

Gail  Miller-Richardson 
311  Chaucer 
Helena,  MT   59601 

Montana  Preservation  Alliance 
Janet  A.  Cornish,  Director 
P.O.  Box  291 
Butte,  MT   59703 

Montana  Wilderness  Association 

Flathead  Chapter 

P.O.  Box  543 

Kalispell,  MT   59903-0543 

Terri  Montgomery 

355  Hidden  Valley  Dr. 

Columbia  Falls,  MT   59912 

Colleen  Murphy 

P.O.  Box  1062 

Thompson  Falls,  MT   59873 

Mr.  a  Mrs.  William  Murphy 
12802  Winding  Way 
Hudson,  FL   34657 
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Reuel  A.  Myers 

632  Carrington  Ave. 

Medford,  OR   97504 

Dave  &  Lauren  Naslund 
2450  Fenton 
Sdgewater,  CO   30214 

Joe  Newman 
304  Clancy  St. 
Helena,  MT   59601 

Lance  Olson 

(See  Great  Bear  Foundation) 

Doug  Ortloff 
1208  76  Ave.  N. 
Brooklyn  Park,  MN   55444 

T.  E.  Owen 
Resources  Limited 
Whale  Buttes  Road 
Polebridge,  MT   59928 

Dr.  D.  H.  Page 

P.O.  Box  2827 

Great  Falls,  MT   59403 

James  Parker 
(See  Bibler) 


Steve  Petrashec 
145  Liahona 
Kalispell,  MT   59901 

Dr.  Richard  P.  Pharis 
P.O.  Box  609 
Cochrane,  Alberta 
Canada   T0L  0WO 

Wally  Rainsberry 
P.O.  Box  1485 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 

Red  Eagle  Ranch 

Jack  Holterman 

P.O.  3ox  72 

West  Glacier,  MT   59936 

John  S .  Rice 

20  Prospect  Dr. 

Great  Falls,  MT   59405 

Noel  E.  Rosetta 
1100  Missoula  Ave. 
Helena,  MT   59601 

D.  C.  Rossitier 
104  Laval  Road 
Lethbridge,  Alberta 
Canada   T1X  4E8 


Sue  Parsons 

35312-D  So.  Turtle  Trail 

Willoughby,  OH   44094 


Fritz  Royer 
P.O.  Box  355 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 


David  Percival 

225  E.  Evergreen  Dr. 

Kalispell,  MT   59901 


Dawn  Perrine 
325  Bald  Rock 
Kalispell,  MT 


59901 


Dan  Sample 
P.O.  Box  150 
Frenchtown,  MT 


59834 


Dudley  W.  Sanford 

412  Northvalley  Dr. 

San  Antonio,  TX   78216-4417 


Suzanne  Peschier 
921  Third  Ave. 
Havre,  MT   59501 

Helen  Peters 
Rt.  5,  Box  310 
Livingston,  TX   77351 


Mack  L.  Savage 

557  Armington  Rd. 
Belt,  MT   59412 

Jim  and  Karen  Schroeder 
E7064  Labansky  Rd. 
Reedsburg,  WI   53959 
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Mark  S hap ley 
501  South  Rodney 
Helena,  MT   59601 

3rent  Shultz 

138  N.  Mayflower  Ave. 

Monrovia,  CA   91016 


Tobi  Van  Dyck 
P.O.  Box  1226 
Miles,  MI   49120 

Joel  Vignere 

931  Willow  Ridge  Rd. 

Hudson,  WI   54016 


Rene  M.  Sittley 

35312-D  So.  Turtle  Trail 

Willoughby,  OH   44094 


Caren  Vongontard 
P.O.  3ox  562 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 


E.  Carrall  Speck 
202  Highway  2  East 
Whitehall,  MT   59759 


Laurie  Walsh 
4  Game  Trail 
Gillette,  WY   32716 


Michael  St.  Inge 
P.O.  Box  45 
Browning,  MT   59417 


L.  Water 

1090  Helena  Ave. 

Helena,  MT   59601 


Niki  Lynn  Stanfield 
962  Co.  Rd.  40 
Nova,  OH   44859 


Clint  Watkins 
West  2703  Walton 
Spokane,  WA   99205 


Barbara  D.  Steele 

6454  St.  Marys  Lake  Rd. 

St.  Ignatius,  MT   59865 


Carl  Wetzler 
P.O.  3ox  31 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 


Ted  Shred  Steiner 
P.O.  Box  1717 
Whitefish,  MT   59937 


Colleen  Whitraker 
47  2.  13th  St. 
Holland,  MI   49423 


Bill  Stewart 
P.O.  Box  149 
East  Glacier,  MT   59434 


Marc  Wilsey 

P.O.  3ox  371 

Hungry  Horse,  MT   59919 


Ann  L.  Sutton 

3318  Sundance  Drive 

Bozeman,  MT  59715 


Richard  C.  Wilson 

2111  Nimitz  Drive 

Des  Plaines,  IL   60018 


John  R.  Swanson 
P.O.  Box  6554 
Minneapolis,  MN   55406 

Dwight  Szpak 

673  Hearth  Ln. ,  #207 

Carol  Stream,  IL   60188 


Helen  E.  Yaw 

2569  Old  U.S.  Highway  91 

Cascade,  MT   59421 


Herbert  Thornbury 
732  Cherry  St. 
Chattanooga,  IN   37402 
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United  States 
Department  of 
Agriculture 


Forest 

Service 

(406)  387-5243 


Hungry  Horse  Ranger  District 

PO  Box  340 

Hungry  Horse,  MT  59919-0340 


J    £  ~  r-  <-*    ~  O 

FEB  2  6  1992 


Reply  to:     1560 

Date:     February  25,  1992 


Mr.  E.L  Vinson 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect  Ave. 

Helena,  MT  59620 

Dear  Mr.  Vinson: 


The  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  is  proposing  to  repair  the  retaining  wall  in  the  Goat  Lick  area 
along  U.S.  Highway  #2.  Project  #F  1-2(59)182  is  located  in  Section  24,  T29N,  R16W,  and  is  within  the 
designated  Flathead  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Corridor.  Since  the  Flathead  National  Forest  is  the  lead  agency 
in  the  management  of  this  river  segment,  we  need  to  relay  our  comments  to  you  on  the  project  relative 
to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act.  This  letter  documents  our  findings  as  to  the  effect  on  the  values  for  which 
the  river  was  designated. 

Background 

A  section  of  the  reinforced  earth  wall  located  between  the  Goat  Lick  overpass  and  the  Snowslip  bridge  has 
been  sliding  for  several  years  and  exhibits  the  potential  for  sudden  catastrophic  failure.  This  failure  could 
potentially  sever  U.S.  Highway  #2  and  contribute  a  large  volume  of  concrete  and  earth  to  the  Middle  Fork 
of  the  Flathead  River.  This  project  proposal  has  been  advanced  to  halt  the  failure  process.  Approximately 
250  feet  of  concrete  retaining  wall  drilled  into  bedrock  at  the  bottom  and  tied  to  bedrock  with  permanent 
anchors  will  be  placed  immediately  outside  the  existing  failing  wall  section. 

Free  Flowing  Status 

This  project  will  not  alter  the  free  flowing  status  of  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead  Wild  and  Scenic  River. 
There  will  be  no  construction  in  or  in  close  proximity  to  the  river  channel. 

Water  Quality 

It  is  unlikely  this  project  will  result  in  a  violation  of  applicable  water  quality  standards.  Any  reduction  of  water 
quality  will  be  minimal  and  short  term.  Long  term  water  quality  will  not  be  affected.  If  the  project  is  not 
undertaken  there  is  a  strong  likelihood  severe  impacts  to  water  quality  could  result  with  the  pavement  and 
earth  sliding  into  theriver. 

Recreation 

Float  use  on  this  section  of  the  Middle  Fork  is  moderate  from  June  through  mid  to  late  July.  As  the  water 
level  drops  float  use  declines.  After  late  July  virtually  all  river  trips  begin  below  the  Goat  Lick  area. 

The  construction  should  not  adversely  affect  the  river  floaters  experience  along  this  section  of  the  river 
which  is  bounded  by  the  railroad  and  highway.  To  a  passing  floater,  the  noise  levels  from  the  machinery 
will  resemble  the  noise  from  semi-trucks  on  the  highway. 


V"T*7 


Cultural  Resources 

There  are  no  known  cultural  resource  sites  along  the  stretch  of  the  river  potentially  affected  by  this  project. 
The  area  for  construction  has  previously  been  altered  when  the  first  retaining  wall  was  constructed. 

Geology 

The  Goat  Lick  is  noted  for  its  mineral  outcropping.  The  repair  of  the  retaining  wall  is  away  from  this 
outcropping  and  should  not  adversely  affect  the  geology  of  the  area. 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Since  no  material  should  be  ravelling  down  the  slope  to  the  water  there  will  be  no  impacts  to  fisheries  in 
the  River  Corridor. 

Wildlife  use  in  the  River  Corridor  adjacent  to  this  project  area  is  mainly  by  mountain  goats.  In  order  to 
minimize  potential  conflicts  with  the  goats  a  construction  period  of  August  1 5  through  November  1  is  being 
recommended  although  the  original  project  was  completed  over  a  much  longer  season  for  construction. 

Grizziy  bears  are  known  lo  pass  through  the  project  area,  however,  it  is  unlikeiy  they  will  be  adversely 
affected  by  the  construction.  Similar  projects  previously  constructed  along  the  river  corridor,  such  as 
Cascadilla  River  Access,  have  shown  this  type  of  heavy  construction  can  be  accomplished  without 
adversely  affecting  grizzly  bears. 

The  River  Corridor  is  within  essential  Bald  Eagle  habitat.  Eagles  are  known  to  use  the  area  as  a  migratory 
flyway  during  the  fall  and  early  winter.  There  are  no  known  nest  sites  in  the  project  area. 

Other  Unique  Features 

The  scenic  values  of  the  area,  as  viewed  from  the  river  and  the  railroad,  are  important  and  should  not  be 
diminished.  We  propose  the  following  measures  be  taken  to  retain  the  visual  qualities  of  the  corridor.  (1) 
All  materials  used  should  be  compatible  with  the  existing  wall,  both  in  texture  and  in  color.  (2)  Revegetation, 
if  necessary,  should  be  included  with  this  project.  (3)  Work  should  be  conducted  from  the  highway,  with 
no  spur  roads  built  below  the  wall. 

There  are  no  other  special  or  unique  features  within  this  area  of  the  River  Corridor  that  will  be  adversely 
affected  by  this  project. 

It  is  our  finding  that  the  proposal  will  not  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  values  for  which  the  river  was 
designated.  It  will  not  unreasonably  diminish  the  scenic,  recreational,  historic,  fish,  wildlife,  or  other  similar 
values  for  which  this  recreation  portion  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  was  established.  We  feel  not  taking 
action  may  result  in  impacts  unacceptable  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  values  should  this  section  of 
highway  fail  and  slide  into  the  river. 

Sincerely, 


ALLEN  L  CHRISTOPHERSEN 
District  Ranger 
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Mr.  Dennis  J.  Unsworth 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  MT  59620-9726 

Dear  Mr.  Unsworth: 


RECFJVED 
MAR  0  3 1992 


This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  notification  regarding  the  highway 
improvement  project  designated  as  the  Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall  in  Glacier 
National  Park. 

In  general,  any  project  which  will  smooth  out  the  traffic  flow,  and 
reduce  stopping  and  idling  time  will  also  reduce  the  amount  of  air  pollution 
emissions  from  transportation  sources.  From  this  standpoint  the  Air  Quality 
Bureau  would  like  to  support  your  efforts  to  upgrade  the  Montana  highway 
system.  Asphalt  plants  and  gravel  crushers  are  the  primary  emission  sources 
for  highway  construction,  and  they  must  obtain  an  air  quality  permit  from  our 
office  to  operate  in  the  state. 

Sincerely, 
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Warren  Norton 
Environmental  Specialist 
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PROMOTING 

COST  EFECTIVE  HIGHWAY  DESIGN 

AND 

BIO-REGIONAL  PLANNING 


Dennis  J.  Unsworth,  Public  Affairs 
Montana  Dept  of  Transportation 
2701  Prospect  Ave. 
Helena,  MT  59620-9726 


0WNSC0PE 


February  27, 1992 


RE:   FHWA  project  F  1-2(59)182    -  JJS  2,  Flathead  County,  Glacier  National 
Park  GfQjf  i~\c^< 

Dear  sir, 

Thank  you  for  the  notification  about  the  federal-aid  project   We  don't 
see  any  potential  adverse  effects  from  the  project  at  this  time  and  concur  triat 
the  work  is  needed.   We  note  the  project  is  being  conducted  on  a  river 
segment  designated  and  protected  under  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act 
This  most  certainly  should  be  mentioned  in  the  project  records  (CE)  and 
provisions  should  be  made  to  minimize  and  avoid  construction  impacts 
wherever  possible.   Are  any  special  state-of-the-art  mitigations  whatsoever 
going  to  be  implemented  that  will  specifically  minimize  impacts  to  river 
resources?  Please  send  a  copy  of  the  CE/FONSI  document  for  our  records. 

We  are  interested  in  researching  the  construction  technology  and  its 
costs  for  consideration  on  another  project  ("driving  pilings  into  bedrock  at  the 
base  of  the  existing  fill  and  tying  the  pilings  into  bedrock  under  the 
roadway",MTD  2/18/92).  Please  send  a  copy  of  the  PS&E  (Plans,  specifications, 
and  Estimates)  for  this  project 

t"**         In  addition,  please  send  information  about  the  MDT's  new  Citizens 
Advisory  Board.  The  CCP  is  a  primary  citizens  action  group  in  the  state  since 
1978;  however,  we  did  not  get  an  invitation  to  participate.   Who  is  the  official 
responsible  for  organizing  this  endeavor?   Thank  you  very  much. 

^^m^AZruj  &.  UAj^^LJ^..    Certified    Paralegal,    CCP 
Research. 


COALITION  FOR  CANYON  PRESERVATION,  BOX  422,  HUNGRY  HORSE,  MT  59919 
DOWNSC0PING  FOR  BETTER  USE  OF  SCARCE  HIGHWAY  FUNDS. 
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Mr.  Dennis  J.  Unsworth 
Public  Affairs  Bureau  Chief 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation 
2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana  59620 

Dear  Mr.  Unsworth: 


HELENA   C39626 


■ wmmmtm 

This  responds  to  your  February  18,  1992  letter  concerning  Montana  Department  of 
Transportation  Project  F  1-2(59)182,  Goat_Lick  Retaining  Wall,  on  U.S.  Highway  ; 
in  Flathead  County,  Montana,  which  invited  any  comments  we  may  have. 


The  Federally-listed 
within  the  project  a 
falcon  (Falco  peregr 
(Cam's  lupus) .  Purs 
amended,  the  Federal 
must  determine  if  th 
you  or  the  Federal  H 
be  affected,  it  wil 1 
office.  The  followi 


endangered  and  threatened  species  which  occur  or  may  occur 
rea  are  the  bald  eagle  (Hal iaeetus  leucocephalus) .  peregrine 
inus) .  grizzly  bear  (Ursus  arctos  horribi 1  is)  and  gray  wolf 
uant  to  Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as 

Highway  Administration,  as  the  responsible  Federal  agency, 
e  proposed  actions  may  affect  these  endangered  species.  If 
ighway  Administration  determine  that  any  of  these  species  may 

be  necessary  to  initiate  formal  consultation  with  this 
ng  information  may  aid  you  in  that  determination. 


Both  peregrine  falcons  and  bald  eagles  may  occur  in  the  area  as  spring  and/or 
fall  migrants,  and  bald  eagles  may  occur  as  winter  residents.  We  are  not  aware 
of  peregrine  falcon  or  bald  eagle  nest  territories  in  or  near  the  project  area. 
While  we  do  not  foresee  any  substantive  issues  with  the  proposed  project  with 
regard  to  the  bald  eagle  and  peregrine  falcon,  any  power  lines  in  the  vicinity, 
if  not  properly  constructed,  could  pose  electrocution  hazards  for  these  species, 
To  conserve  these  species  and  other  large  raptors  protected  by  Federal  law,  we 
urge  that  any  power  lines  that  may  need  to  be  modified  or  reconstructed  as  a 
result  of  the  project  be  raptor-proofed  following  the  criteria  and  techniques 
outlined  in  the  Raptor  Research  Report  No.  4,  "Suggested  Practices  for  Raptor 
Protection  on  Power  Lines  -  The  State  of  the  Art  in  1981".  A  copy  may  be 
obtained  from: 

Jim  Fitzpatrick,  Treasurer 
Raptor  Research  Foundation 
Carpenter  St.  Croix  Nature  Center 
12805  St.  Croix  Trail 
Hastings,  Minnesota  55033. 


Based  on  the  limited  description  of  the  project  accompanying  your  February  18 
letter,  it  appears  unlikely  that  wetlands  would  be  impacted  by  the  proposed 
project.  However,  if  wetlands  will  be  affected,  we  assume  a  wetland  inventory 


and  impact  assessment  will  be  completed  and  wetland  impacts  mitigated  in 
accordance  with  the  1989.  "Interagency  Memorandum  of  Understanding:  Management 
and  Mitigation  of  Highway  Construction  Impacts  to  Wetlands  in  the  state  of 
Montana. " 

We  note  that  we  have  also  received  a  separate  request  for  information  concerning 
this  project  from  the  Federal  Highway  Administration;  a  separate  response  will  be 
submitted. 


We  appreciate  your  efforts  to  consider  and  conserve  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
including  threatened  and  endangered  species.  If  you  have  questions  regarding 
this  letter,  please  contact  Mr.  Rob  Hazelwood  of  this  office  (406)  449-5225. 

Sincerely, 


JGW/jf 


Dale  Harms-'    L 
State  Supervisor 
'^Montana  State  Office 


cc:   Rob  Hazelwood,  USFWS,  Fish  &  Wildlife  Enhancement  (Helena,  MT) 
Edrie  Vinson,  Montana  Department  of  Highways  (Helena,  MT) 
Federal  Highway  Administration,  (Helena,  MT) 
Suboffice  Coordinator,  USFWS,  Fish  &  Wildlife  Enhancement  (Billings, 
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The  Bicycle  Travel  Association 

P.O.  Box  8308,  Missoula,  MT  59807 
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March  3,  1992 


Dennis  J.  Unsworth 

Public  Affairs  Bureau  Chief 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

2701  ProsDect  Avenue 

Helena,  MT  59620-9726 


Dear  Mr.  Unsworth: 

We  at  Bikecentennial  can  envision  no  oroblems  that 
might  be  created  for  bicyclists  by  your  Goat  Lick 
Retaining  Wall  project,  other  than  the  minor 
inconvenience  of  having  only  one  lane  available  for  a 
short  distance. 

We  appreciate  your  requesting  our  input,  and  hope 
that  you  will  keep  us  in  mind  when  soliciting  comments 
on  other  projects  that  might  affect  conditions  for 
bicyclists  traveling  in  Montana. 
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Sincerely, 


Michael  McCoy 
Program  Director 
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Region   One 
490  No.  Meridian  Rd. 
Kaiispeil.    MT   59901 
(406)   752-5501 
FAX   406-257-0349 
Ref:   DV290.92 
March   9.    1992 


Mr.   Dennis   J.   Unsworth 
Public   Affairs   Bureau   Chief 
Montana  Dept.  of  Transportation 
2701    Prospect  Avenue 
Helena.   MT   59620-9726 

Dear   Mr.    Unsworth: 

Your  letter  to  the  Department  in  Helena  regarding-  the  Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall 
(control  number  1958.  F  1-2(59)182)  has  been  referred  to  the  regional  office  in 
Kaiispeil  for  comment.  My  staff  has  reviewed  the  proposed  project  and  wiU  defer 
comment  to  Glacier  National  Park  since  the  project  is  totally  within  the  Park 
boundaries. 


Mncereiy. 


Jan   Vincent 
Regional   SuDervisor 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 
AND  CONSERVATION 


STAN  STEPHENS.  GOVERNOR 


LEE  METCALF  BUILDING 
1S20  EAST  SIXTH  AVENUE 


STATE  OF  MONTANA 


DIRECTOR'S  OFFICE  (406)  444-6699 
TELEFAX  NUMBER  (406)  444-6721 


March  12,  1992 

Mr.  Dennis  J.  Unsworth 

Public  Affairs  Bureau 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

Helena,  MT  59620 


HELENA,  MONTANA  59620-2301 
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COPY 


Re:  Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall 
CN  1958,  F  1-2(59)182 

Dear  Dennis: 

You  recently  invited  comments  pertaining  to  the  referenced  project.  The  Department 
of  Natural  Resources  and  Conservation  has  one  concern. 

If  the  contractor  uses  surface  water  or  over  35  gallons  per  minute  or  1 0  acre-feet  of 
ground  water  for  dust  control,  compaction  or  some  other  construction-related 
purpose,  a  temporary  water  use  permit  must  be  obtained.   For  information  about 
application  forms  and  procedures,  contact  the  DNRC  Water  Resources  Regional 
Office,  P.O.  Box  860,  Kalispell,  MT  59903  (phone  752-2288). 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 
Sincerely, 


)im  Bond 

Information  Officer/ 

Citizen  Participation  Advocate 

copy:   Ron  Guse,  Water  Rights  Bureau 

Kalispell  Water  Resources  Regional  Office 
Intergovernmental  Review  Clearinghouse 
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GREAT  BEAR  FOUNDATION 

P.O.  Sox 2699 

Missoula,  MT  59806 

(406)721-3009 


Dennis   Unsworth 

Public   Affairs   Bureau   Chief 

Montana   Department  of  Transportation 

2701    Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,   MT  59620-9726 


March   15,    1992 

RECEIVED 

MAR  2 1 1992 

ENVlKUwitNiAL  bUKLAU 
re:  Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall 
Dear  Mr.  Unsworth, 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  February  13  in  which  you  describe  DOT'S  inten- 
tion to  proceed  with  construction  of  a  retaining  wall  on  Highway  2,  at  the  southern 
border  of  Glacier  National  Park,  from  mid-August  to  November.  Because  federal 
funds  are  involved,  the  project  must  conform  to  requirements  of  the  federal  Endang- 
ered Species  Act.  This,  our  comment,  will  apply  primarily  to  the  grizzly  bear. 

Grizzly  bears  are  presently  extinct  on  98  percent  of  their  former  range  across 
the  American  West.  Accordingly,  their  numbers  are  also  reduced  to  a  considerable 
extent.  Although  as  many  as  100,000  grizzlies  once  lived  in  what  is  now  the  lower 
48  United  States,  fewer  than  1000  survive  here  today,  mostly  in  Montana. 

However,  the  asset  this  represents  for  Montana  is  being  jeopardized  as  con- 
tinued and  continuing  activities  in  grizzly  bear  habitat  contribute  to  further 
retreat  of  grizzlies  to  smaller  and  smaller  areas.  This  will,  in  its  turn,  reduce 
the  number  of  bears  that  the  area  can  support,  and  will  contribute  to  pressing 
them  closer  to  extinction.  The  project  you  describe  would  thus  occur  within  a 
context  of  continuing  decline  for  the  grizzly  bear.  For  the  Department  of  Trans- 
portation, this  situation  raises  the  question  of  your  best,  most  appropriate  re- 
sponse. We  appreciate  the  chance  to  comment  for  the  record. 

First,  as  I  see  it,  and  as  you  describe  it,  the  construction  of  the  Goat  Lick 
Retaining  Wall  would  be  but  one  factor  to  evaluate  in  the  Greater  Glacier-Wilderness 
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Esosystem.  We  are  aware  of  scores  of  projects  ongoing,  proposed,  or  completed 

"TrT't'ili'S"  important  ecosystem,  which  includes  Glacier  National  Park,  the  Bob  Marshall 
Wilderness,  and  other  lands.  These  other  projects  include  but  are  certainly  not 
limited  to  mining,  logging,  oil-gas  drilling,  subdivision,  resort  expansion,  rail- 
way and  highway  traffic,  et  al .   It  is  the  incremental  but  cumulative  effect  of 
these  multiple  changes  that  presses  the  remaining  grizzlies  toward  continuing 
decline  and  the  increasing  risk  of  extinction  in  Montana. 

Second,  as  I  see  it,  based  on  how  you  describe  it,  the  construction  of  the 
Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall  would  be  a  temporary  and  slight  disruption  for  grizzly 
bears.  As  such,  it  could  be  mitigated  by  rescheduling  some  other  slight  disruption 
that  has  been  scheduled  to  occur  in  the  same  ecosystem  at  the  same  time;  i.e.,  a 
timber  sale  scheduled  for  that  same  period  could  be  rescheduled,  or  some  other 
highway-related  project  in,  say,  the  Swan  Valley  or  near  Lincoln  could  be  resche- 
duled so  as  not  to  add  pressure  at  the  same  time. 

Third,  the  Goat  Lick  project  would  obviously  not  push  an  otherwise  healthy 
population  of  grizzly  bears  into  extinction.  In  fact,  no  single  project,  by  itself,  j 
can  do  so.  This  would  apply  to  just  one  road  built  to  reach  just  one  oil -gas 
drilling  site  at  Blackleaf  Canyon,  Goat  Mountain,  or  Rogers  Pass.  It  would  also 
be  true  of  any  one  road  built  to  reach  any  single  timber  sale  in  the  Swan  Valley, 
on  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front,  or  up  the  North  Fork  of  the  Flathead  River.   It  would   ' 
as  easily  apply  to  any  single  summer  home  built  anywhere  in  the  Greater  Glacier-    j 
Wilderness  Ecosystem,  through  which  two  major  highways  including  Highway  2  now 
cut.  And  of  course  this  same  general  truth  would  apply  to  construction  of  the 
Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall. 

I 

Fourth,  government  agencies  characteristically  evaluate  each  newly  proposed    I 
project  as  if  it  would  exist  alone,  in  a  trackless  wilderness  that  stretched 
unbroken  for  many  miles  in  all  directions  around  the  proposed  project.   For  example, 
Forest  Service  EISs  are  site  specific,  and  treat  each  new  roadbuilding  project  as 
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ecosystem.     This   process    is  conspicuously  contrary  to  the   realities  of  the 
grizzly's   situation,    but   it  has   precedent     and  has   not  yet   been   replaced  by 
agencies   in   favor  of  an  ecosystem-wide  analysis  of  risk.      It  has   been  and   still 
is   this   piecemeal,   selective,  case-by-case   process   that   has   allowed   incremental 
but   cumulative  effect   to  continue    its   steady  whittling  of  the   acreage  available 
to   support  Greater  Glacier-Wilderness   Ecosystem's   grizzly  bears,   and  other  wildlife 
including   black   bears. 

So,    it  would   help  the   bear   if  you  could   find  some  way  to  offset  the  temporary 
disturbance  of  the  Goat  Lick   project,   by  eliminating  some  similarly  minor  distur- 
bance that   is   now  scheduled  at  the   same  time  --  mid-August  to   November  --  elsewhere 
in  the   same  ecosystem.     We  would  suggest   that,   because  of  the  existing  situation 
in  and   around   the  ecosystem,  you  and  others  could  choose   from  a  yery  wide   range 
of  such   projects   in  and  around   this  ecosystem  from  mid-August  to  November.      For 
instance,  you  could   inquire  of  possibilities  at  any  of  the  several    Ranger  Districts 
of  the   four  national    forests   included   in  the  ecosystem.     We  anticipate   that  you 
will    have  no   trouble   finding  a   variety  of  projects   from  which  to  choose   for  miti- 
gation  purposes. 

But  we  would   hope  that  Montana  could  do  more  to   protect  an  asset   such  as   the 
Glacier-Wilderness   Ecosystem's   grizzly  bears.     Mitigation   is  a   softened  blow,   but 
a  mitigated   blow  is   still    a   blow  to   this   valuable  asset.     We   suggest  a  more   proactive 
approach,   and   here  again  a  variety  of  responses   is   possible.      For  example,  you 
could   set  up  an   information  tablet  describing  the  grizzly's   need   for  security  in 
the   Glacier-Wilderness   Ecosystem.     This  tablet  need  only  occur  in  the   same  ecosystem 
to  serve   its   purpose;    it  could  as  easily  be   set  up  alongside  the   information  site 
currently  near  the  top  of  Rogers   Pass   as   it  could  on   Highway  2.     Such  a   sign  or 
tablet  would   provide   long-term  information   to   residents  and  travellers  who   pull 
over  to  learn  about   the   grizzly  bear  and,   of  course,   the   bear's   need   for  a   secure, 
viable  landscape.     The   sign  or  tablet  could,   for  example,   include  the  address  of 
the  Montana   Department  of   Fish,   Wildlife  and   Parks   as   a   source  of  further   information 
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for  the  motorists  who  do  happen  to  pull  over  at  (already-existing)  roadside  parking 
The  sign  or  tablet  need  not  be,  and  should  not  be  an  expensive  or  elaborate  one. 
It  should  be  a  very   modest  one,  to  offset  a  temporary  disturbance  and  at  the  same 
time  act  for  long-term  investment  in  a  valuable  Montana  asset. 

For  the  record,  I  will  say  that  the  Great  Bear  Foundation  is  not  opposed  to 
the  Goat  Lick  project;  if  the  project  is  mitigated,  and  if  it  indeed  contributes 
to  long  term  investment  in  the  rare  asset  that  grizzlies  provide  to  Montana,  it 
could  prove  more  beneficial  than  harmful.  And  yet,  at  the  same  time,  we  would 
be  remiss  if  we  did  not  also  urge  you  to  consider  your  decision  in  an  ecosystem- 
wide  context,  because  it  is  of  course  the  incremental  and  cumulative  effect  of 
many  individual  projects,  such  as  yours,  that  now  jeopardize  continued  existence 
of  the  grizzly  bear  in  the  Greater  Glacier-Wilderness  Ecosystem. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 


Lance  01  sen 
President 


cc:   Matt  Reid,    Ph.D. 

MT  Fish,   Wildlife  and   Parks 
Curlington   Northern 
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March  16,  1992 


Dennis  J.  Unsworth 

Chief,  Pablic  Affairs  Bureau 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  Montana  59620 

Dear  Dennis: 

With  reference  to  yours  of  Jebruary  18th  and 
retaining  wall  on  U.  S.  2,  I  don't  have  much 
that  I  think  we  should  go  ahead  with  it.  I  f 
there  and  looked  at  it. 
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the  Goat  Lick 
to  add  except 
inally  got  by 


I  haven't  heard  any  static  about  it  this  spring  and  assume  if 
we  have  made  peace  or  are  making  peace  with  Glacier  Fark  that 
we  should  go  ahead  with  it.  I  note  from  the  "Green  Book"  and 
the  tentative  letting  lists  that  it  is  scheduled  for  the  June 
letting. 


Sincerely, 


Roy  M.  DffI 

Vice  Chairman 
Highway  Commission 


p.r.  p;\e 


Joel  G.  Vignere 

931  Willow  Ridge  Rd . 

Hudson,  WI.  54016 

April  6,  1992 

Dennis  J.  Unsworth 

Public  Affairs  Bureau  Chief 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena  Montana  59620-9726 

Dear  Mr.  Unsworth: 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Goat  Lick 
Retaining  Wall  (control  #1958,  F  1-2(59)182). 

My  primary  concern  would  be  that  this  project  have  minimal 
impact  on  the  mountain  goats  that  frequent  the  goat  lick  area, 
both  during  and  after  construction. 

My  only  other  concern  at  this  time  is  that  the  finished  project 
look  as  natural  as  possible.  To  be  as  aesthetically  pleasing  as 
practicable,  the  use  of  native  stone  facing  would  be  a  great 
help.  If  this  is  not  possible,  perhaps  some  other  means  of 
disguising  the  flat  concrete  slab  appearance  could  be  used. 

Thanks  again  for  this  opportunity  to  participate. 

Sincerely, 
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Mr.  Dennis  J.  Unsworth 
Public  Affairs  Bureau  Chief 
Montana  Department  of  Transport  a' 
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Helena,  MT  53620-3726 
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Dennis    J.    Unsworth 

Public    Affairs    Bureau   Chief 

Montana   Department    of    Transportation 

2  701   Prospect   Avenue 

Helena,    MT    5  96  20 


Dear   Mr.    Unsworth, 

With    regard   totxthe    federal    aid  highway   project    called    the 
Goat   Lick    Retaining  Wall    (control   numoer    1958,    F    1-2 C59)     182; 
I    have    the    following   comment; 

repair'   both  because    of   the   site    and  beoause   of    the   goats. 

It   has    always    seemed   to  me    that    it   should  be    across    th< =    river 
liVfi    the    railroad   and   that   it  would  be    less   costly   in   "  -i 

run     when  you   consider  future   need  to   four   lane    and   al 1   of   the 
ob1ectionsyto   road  widening  thathave   resulted  in   the  park 
Str^of of^e°rgobateSora==esl   rofthTloIt^soLday. 
„hy  pour  gboa  money. after  ^d   at   this   difficult   site        Why ^d 
iravrthifrreftoThrsUoef^d   thefts   with  one    small   access 
road    from   the  west  to  view   the    goat    Hck. 

Marcy   Bishop 

750    Rocky   Point    Road 

Poison,    MT    59  860 
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February  26,  1992 


Ms.  Edrie  Vinson 

Environmental  &  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 

Montana  Department  of  Highways 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  Montana  59602 
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RE:   Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall  Construction  Spill  Prevention/Spill  Contingency 
Plan,  Fl-2(59)182  ' 

Dear  Ms.  Vinson; 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  Final  Spill  Prevention/Spill  Contingency  Plan  for 
the  Goat  Lick  retaining  wall  construction  project.  I  have  also  mailed  a  copy 
to  Larry  Brazda  at  the  Kali  spell  MDT  office.  Please  let  me  know  if  you 
require  additional  copies  of  this  report. 

MSE  would  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  do  business  with  MDH  and  if 
we  can  be  of  assistance  in  the  future,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  either 
Mike  Rubich  or  myself. 


Sincerely, 


Tammi  M.  Adams 
Environmental  Engineer 


cc:  Larry  Brazda,  MDT  Kalispell 
Mike  Rubich 
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Ms.  Edrie  Vinson 

Environmental  &  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 

Montana  Department  of  Highways 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  Montana  59602 

RE:   Final  Spill  Prevention/Spill  Contingency  Plan,  Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall 
Reconstruction,  Fl-2(59) 182 

Dear  Ms.  Vinson; 

Please  make  the  following  amendment  to  the  Final  Spill  Prevention/Spill 
Contingency  Plan  for  the  Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall  Report: 

•     Page  2,  second  paragraph  reads,  "The  Goat  Lick  area  is  located  in 

the  SWA  of  Section  14,  T29N,  R16W,  ...".  Please  amend  this 

sentence  as  follows,  "The  Goat  Lick  area  is  located  in  Section  24, 
T29N,  R16W,  ...". 

I  apologize  for  any  inconvenience  this  may  cause.  Please  call  me  if  you  have 
any  questions  or  concerns  regarding  this  report. 


Sincerely, 


c0^^4ff3- 


Tammi  M.  Adams 
Environmental  Engineer 


cc:  Larry  Brazda 
Mike  Rubich 
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REVISED  FINAL 

SPILL  PREVENTION/SPILL  CONTINGENCY  PLAN 

GOAT  LICK  RETAINING  WALL  RECONSTRUCTION 

GOAT  LICK,  MONTANA 

F  1-2(59)182 

CONTROL  NO.  1953 


Submitted  by: 

MultiTech  Services  Division  of  MSE,  Inc, 

P.O.  Box  4078 

220  North  Alaska 

Butte,  Montana  59702 


Submitted  to  Ms.  Edrie  Vinson 
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Montana  Department  of  Transportation 
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Revised  by  Stan  Sternberg 
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1.0   INTRODUCTION 

MultiTech  Services  of  MSE,  Inc.  (MSE),  was  retained  by  Ms.  Edrie  Vinson 
of  the  Department  of  Highways  (DH),  Helena,  Montana,  on  3  February  1992,  to 
write  Special  Contract  Provisions  for  the  reconstruction  of  the  Goat  Lick 
Retaining  Wall  near  Essex,  Montana,  on  Montana  Highway  2.  The  Special 
Contract  Provisions  are  intended  to  address  spill  prevention  and  spill 
contingency  plans  for  any  hazardous  or  environmentally  detrimental  materials 
which  may  be  used  during  construction  of  the  Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall. 


2.0   SITE  VISIT 

A  site  visit  of  the  Goat  Lick  area  was  completed  by  Tammi  Adams, 
Environmental  Engineer  for  MSE,  on  11  February  1992.  Mr.  Larry  Brazda  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation,  Kalispell,  conducted  the  tour  of  the  Goat  Lick 
retaining  wall  construction  area  (see  Appendix  A  for  photograph  log). 

The  Goat  Lick  area  is  located  in  the  SW%  of  Section  14,  T29N,  R1SW,  of 
Flathead  County,  south  of  Essex  near  the  Walton  Ranger  Station  on  Montana 
Highway  2  (see  Figure  1).  Immediately  west  of  this  area  is  the  Middle  Fork  of 
the  Flathead  River  and  north  of  the  retaining  wall  construction  area  is  a 
bridge  where  Highway  2  crosses  a  ravine.  This  bridge  is  one  of  two  bridges 
which  the  mountain  goats  frequently  travel  under  to  access  a  naturally 
occurring  salt  lick  located  near  the  river  bank. 

Mr.  Brazda  stated  that  the  Goat  Lick  area  is  designated  an 
environmentally  sensitive  area  and  special  concern  for  mountain  goats  has  been 
expressed  by  both  the  United  States  Forest  Service  (USFS)  and  Glacier  National 
Park  (Park)  officials.   In  addition,  the  USFS  and  Park  personnel  have 
expressed  concerns  regarding  hazardous  materials,  personnel  and/or  heavy 
equipment  falling  into  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead  River,  the  ability  to 
retrieve  these  items  due  to  the  steep  slope  of  the  river  bank,  and  the 
possibility  of  adverse  effects  hazardous  materials  may  have  on  the  river  and 
aquatic  populations.  Visual  inspection  of  the  area  confirmed  the  steep  slope 
of  the  river  bank  and  the  potential  difficulty  in  retrieving  equipment,  debris 
or  personnel  from  the  river  or  bank. 

The  embankment  from  Highway  2  to  the  river  appears  to  be  composed  of 
metamorphosed  sedimentary  type  rock  that  is  unconsolidated  and  clastic.  This 
would  indicate  that  the  bank  would  generally  exhibit  a  high  permeability  and 
free  liquids  would  tend  to  absorb  into  the  soil. 
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3.0   TELEPHONE  INTERVIEWS 

Several  individuals  associated  with  and/or  interested  in  the  Goat  Lick 
retaining  wall  project  were  not  available  to  attend  the  11  February  1992  site 
visit  and  meeting;  and  therefore,  were  contacted  by  telephone.  Telephone 
conversation  logs  are  presented  in  Appendix  B  and  will  be  reiterated  here. 

Ms.  Beth  Burren  of  the  USFS  was  contacted  regarding  her  concerns  with 
the  Goat  Lick  project.  Ms.  Burren  stated  that  the  USFS  is  concerned  with: 
potentially  hazardous  fluids  from  construction  equipment  causing  fish  kills 
and  polluting  the  river  if  not  properly  managed;  what  response  actions  will  be 
taken  if  equipment,  supplies,  and/or  personnel  go  into  the  river;  and  what 
actions  will  be  initiated  if  equipment  fluids  are  spilled  on  the  roadway 
and/or  river  bank.  Ms.  Burren  stated  that  the  USFS  is  interested  in  any 
situations  which  may  adversely  effect  wildlife  or  aquatic  life  because  the 
area  is  an  environmentally  sensitive  area.  Ms.  Burren  suggested  that  Mr.  Kim 
Potter  with  Flathead  County  be  contacted  regarding  the  hazardous  materials 
response  capabilities  of  the  county. 

Mr.  Bob  Dunkley,  representing  Glacier  National  Park,  was  contacted 
regarding  the  Park's  concerns  with  the  Goat  Lick  project.  Mr.  Dunkley  stated 
that  the  Park's  concerns  are:  timing  of  the  project,  because  mountain  goats 
heavily  use  the  area  during  spring  and  summer  months;  visual  impact  of  the 
retaining  wall,  because  the  Middle  Fork  is  in  a  wild  scenic  river  corridor; 
the  visitor/traveler  use,  because  traffic  flow  must  be  maintained;  erosion 
into  the  river  as  a  result  of  the  project;  keeping  debris,  equipment, 
personnel,  and  hazardous  materials  out  of  the  river  and  off  of  the  river  bank; 
keeping  the  majority  of  construction  work  on  the  road  versus  the  slope;  the 
Goat  Lick  area  is  also  considered  an  important  area  for  grizzly  bears  and 
wolves,  therefore  sanitation  systems  must  be  chemically  maintained  and  all 
garbage  must  be  disposed  of  on  a  daily  basis;  and  that  materials  such  as 
antifreeze  from  vehicle  boil -overs,  maintenance,  etc.,  be  properly  cleaned  up, 
because  animals,  especially  mountain  goats,  are  attracted  to  antifreeze 
spills,  lick  up  spilt  material,  and  may  die.  Mr.  Dunkley  indicated  that 
anything  that  may  be  detrimental  to  wildlife,  river/aquatic  life,  and/or 
traffic  flow  concerns  Park  officials. 


Mr.  Kim  Potter  of  the  Flathead  County  Disaster  and  Emergency  Response 
division  was  contacted  regarding  the  emergency  response  capabilities  of 
Flathead  County.  Mr.  Potter  explained  that  the  county  has  absorbent  booms  and 
pads  at  Essex  and  West  Glacier  but  only  in  limited  quantities.  Mr.  Potter 
explained  that  the  absorbent  booms  work  well  for  gross  contamination  and  the 
absorbent  pads  work  best  for  mopping  up  sheens  and  smaller  spills. 

Mr.  Potter  also  stated  that  Essex  has  an  emergency  response  team  and 
identified  Mr.  Ron  Sullens  of  Essex,  as  the  closest  contact  for  medical 
emergencies  at  888-5650,  and/or  dialing  911.  In  addition,  Kalispell  has  a 
Medic-Alert  helicopter  with  a  response  time  to  the  Goat  Lick  area  of 
approximately  20  minutes.  The  Medic-Alert  team  also  has  life  support  systems 
and  emergency  rescue  capabilities. 

To  remove  heavy  equipment  from  the  river,  Mr.  Potter  felt  that  there  may 
be  a  wrecker  large  enough  in  Columbia  Falls  to  complete  the  task. 

Mr.  Shiv  Batra  of  Inca  Engineering,  was  contacted  regarding  what  type  of 
construction  equipment  would  be  used  on  the  Goat  Lick  project.  Unfortunately, 
at  the  time  of  this  report,  final  design  of  the  retaining  wall  had  not  been 
completed  and  Mr.  Batra  could  not  definitively  identify  what  equipment  would 
be  required  to  complete  the  project.  However,  Mr.  Batra  stated  that  within  a 
few  weeks,  the  design  would  be  complete  and  he  could  identify  the  contractor 
awarded  the  project  who  could  distinguish  what  equipment  would  be  used  to 
complete  the  project. 

Ms.  Lisa  Fairman  of  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  was 
contacted  regarding  the  Goat  Lick  project.  Ms.  Fairman  stated  that  some  of 
the  concerns  she  had  heard  were  with  regard  to  a  spill  contingency  plan  for 
potentially  hazardous  materials  and  equipment  going  into  the  river.  In 
addition,  Ms.  Fairman  stated  that  petroleum  products  can  attract  bears  and  any 
spills  should  be  properly  cleaned  up  and  every  attempt  should  be  made  to  bear- 
proof  containers  and  equipment. 

Ms.  Fairman  also  stated  that  bear-proof  containers  may  be  available  at 
Essex  and  that  Mr.  Jim  Tillmont,  with  Glacier  National  Park  Resources,  has 
suggested  utilizing  bear-proof  containers  during  the  construction  effort. 

Several  unsuccessful  attempts  were  made  to  contact  Mr.  Derek  Conforth, 
of  Landslide  Technology,  regarding  the  Goat  Lick  project.  Unfortunately,  due 


to  the  time  constraint  required  to  finish  this  task,  no  telephone  interview 
was  completed  with  Mr.  Conforth. 


4.0   RECOMMENDATIONS 

In  addition  to  environmental  provisions  specifically  stated  in  Sections 
107  and  208  of  the  Standard  Specification  for  Road  and  Bridge  Construction, 
adopted  by  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation,  the  following 
recommendations  are  made  regarding  construction  of  the  retaining  wall  at  Goat 
Lick,  Montana: 


General : 


Worker  sanitation  facilities  should  be  chemically  treated. 

All  garbage  (including  food  waste,  paper  waste,  etc.)  should  be 
stored  and  disposed  of  in  bear-proof  containers  that  resist  wind 
dispersion.  Remove  all  garbage  (especially  food  waste)  from  the 
construction  area  daily. 

All  waste  construction  materials  (i.e.,  wood  products,  scrap 
metal,  etc.)  should  be  disposed  of  in  bear-proof  and  wind 
resistant  containers,  removed  from  the  construction  site  on  an  as 
needed  basis,  and  disposed  of  properly. 

All  waste  cement  and  asphalt,  etc.,  should  be  contained  in 
leakproof  containers,  secured  from  wildlife  encroachment,  removed 
from  the  construction  site,  and  disposed  of  properly. 

All  cement  mixer  wash  water  should  be  collected  into  steel  drums 

or  other  leak  proof  containers.  The  wash  water  should  be  reused 

when  possible  and/or  disposed  of  at  an  approved  off-site  location 
in  an  environmentally  safe  manner. 

Material  Safety  Data  Sheets  (MSDSs)  applicable  to  all  materials 
intended  for  use  on  the  construction  site,  should  be  kept  on-site 
in  the  custody  of  MDT's  project  manager.  Construction  personnel 
should  be  knowledgeable  of  the  information  contained  in  the  MSDSs 
and  where  the  MSDSs  are  kept. 

Plastic  sheeting  should  be  placed  on  the  ground  prior  to 
maintenance  of  construction  equipment,  especially  oil  and 
antifreeze  changes.  All  spilt  liquids  should  be  immediately 
cleaned  up  with  an  appropriate  absorbent  material  and  disposed  of 
properly.  Used  plastic  sheeting  should  also  be  disposed  of 
properly. 

Special  attention  must  be  paid  to  construction  equipment  liquids 
when  spilt  or  stored  where  wildlife  may  come  into  contact  with  it, 
especially  antifreeze  and  petroleum  products.  Every  attempt  must 
be  made  to  restrict  wildlife  access  to  these  materials. 

Kalispell  hospital  personnel  should  be  notified  of  the 
construction  work  being  completed  at  Goat  Lick  and  alerted  to 
potential  medical  emergencies  that  may  occur.  Responsible 


hospital  personnel  should  also  be  provided  copies  of  the  MSDSs  for 
potentially  hazardous  materials  that  will  be  used  on-site.  Also 
local  medical  emergency  personnel  should  be  contacted  to  assess 
their  ability  to  handle  various  medical  situations  which  could 

occur. 

A  local  wrecker  service  should  be  contacted  and  identified  that 
has  the  ability  to  remove  construction  equipment  from  the  river. 

Flathead  County  Disaster  and  Emergency  Response  division  (406-756- 
5630)  and  the  Essex  Quick  Response  Unit  (406-888-5650)  should  be 
notified  of  the  work  to  be  completed  at  Goat  Lick,  the  time  frame 
it  will  be  completed  in,  and  should  be  provided  copies  of  all 
MSDSs  for  potentially  hazardous  materials  that  will  be  used  during 
construction  of  the  retaining  wall. 


Spill  Reporting 


There  should  be  a  designated  person  on-site  at  all  times  who  is 
responsible  for  any  emergency  response  actions  to  be  take  during 
an  environmentally  threatening  situation.  This  person  should  be 
knowledgeable  of  proper  actions  and  uses  of  emergency  response 
equipment  and  procedures  and  have  the  ability  to  direct  and 
supervise  personnel . 

Any  spills  of  potentially  hazardous  materials  should  be  reported 
to  the  on-site  supervisor  immediately  so  that  appropriate  actions 
may  be  taken. 

A  spill  report  should  include:  where  the  spill  occurred,  what 
material  was  spilt,  approximate  amount  of  material  spilt,  when  the 
spill  occurred,  any  personal  injuries,  and  what,  if  any,  actions 
where  already  taken. 

The  on-site  supervisor  shall  decide  if  off-site  assistance  is 
required  and  shall  notify  the  appropriate  authorities. 

The  on-site  supervisor  should  notify  the  local  Flathead  County 
Disaster  and  Emergency  Response  (406-756-5630)  and  the  state's 
Disaster  and  Emergency  Services  Division  (1-800-426-9440) 
regarding  any  hazardous  material  spill.  For  hazardous  waste 
spills  that  may  affect  human  health  or  may  contaminate  surface 
waters,  the  on-site  supervisor  shall  also  notify  the  National 
Response  Center  at  1-800-424-8802. 


Spill  Prevention  Plan 


A  variety  of  absorbent  materials  (i.e.,  petroleum  and  universal 
booms  and  pads,  and  "safe  step")  should  be  kept  on-site.  In 
addition,  containment  booms  (for  spills  reaching  the  river)  should 
also  be  stored  on-site.  Various  sizes  of  open-top  drums,  shovels, 
and  brooms  should  also  be  on-site  for  cleanup  and  containment  of 
waste  material  spills. 


A  bermed-spill  containment  structure  should  be  constructed  to 
store  potentially  hazardous  liquid  materials. 

All  waste  and  non-waste  liquids  should  be  stored  in  leak-proof  and 
impermeable  containers  and  stored  in  a  bermed-spill  containment 
structure. 

A  nylon  (or  comparable  material)  "catch  net"  should  be  placed 
approximately  10  feet  below  the  construction  site  along  the  slope 
of  the  river  bank  to  catch  lighter  weight  materials/debris  that 
may  fall  towards  the  river.  The  catch  net  should  be  secured  along 
the  base.  In  addition,  a  chain-link  should  be  located 
approximately  10  feet  down  slope  from  the  catch  net  in  order  to 
capture  heavier  debris  of  personnel  before  falling  into  the  river. 


Spill  Contingency  Plan 

Small  Spills 


Small  liquid  spills  of  potentially  hazardous  materials  (petroleum 
products,  antifreeze,  curing  agents,  etc.)  on  impermeable  surfaces 
(i.e.,  roadway,  etc.)  should  be  immediately  cleaned  up  either  by 
mopping  the  material  up  with  an  absorbent  pad,  or  by  sprinkling 
"safe  step"  (or  comparable  material)  on  the  liquid  and  sweeping 
material  into  a  proper  container  for  disposal.  The  spill  and  all 
pertinent  information  should  be  reported  immediately  to  the 
responsible  on-site  supervisor. 

SmaTl  liquid  spills  of  potentially  hazardous  materials  (petroleum 
products,  antifreeze,  curing  agents,  etc.)  on  permeable  surfaces 
(i.e.,  river  bank,  etc.)  should  be  excavated  and  the  contaminated 
material  disposed  of  in  the  proper  container  for  disposal.  The 
spill  should  be  immediately  reported  to  the  responsible  on-site 
supervisor. 

Any  leaks  or  spills  of  potentially  hazardous  materials  occurring 
within  the  bermed  area  should  be  reported  to  the  responsible  on- 
site  supervisor  for  appropriate  action. 

Small  petroleum  spills  leaving  a  sheen  on  the  river  surface  may  be 
cleaned  up  with  appropriate  absorbent  pads.  All  contaminated  pads 
must  be  contained  and  disposed  of  properly. 


Large  Spills 


All  large  spills  of  potentially  hazardous  materials  causing  gross 
contamination  (i.e.,  equipment  tank  failure,  petroleum  container 
failure,  etc.)  should  be  immediately  reported  to  the  on-site 
supervisor.  Every  attempt  should  be  made  to  contain  the  spill 
with  containment  booms  as  applicable  (i.e.,  place  containment 
booms  around  a  surface  spill  or  down  gradient  of  river 
contamination,  etc.).  The  on-site  supervisor  shall  be  responsible 
for  coordinating  the  response  action  and/or  determining  if  off- 
site  assistance  is  required. 
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#4  Slope  to  Middle  Fork  of  Flathead  River,  Looking  Northwest 
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February  12,  1992 
HPP-MT 


The  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA) ,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT) ,  proposes  to  develop  an 
Environmental  document  for  the  subject  project.  The  project  will 
repair  the  existing  reinf orced-earth  retaining  wall  on  U.S.  Highway 
2,  along  the  southerly  edge  of  Glacier  National  Park. 

This  project  is  located  on  U.S.  2,  approximately  2  miles 
southeasterly  of  the  unincorporated  community  of  Essex,  Montana  on 
the  southeasterly  perimeter  of  Glacier  National  Park  between 
Mileposts  182. 3±  and  182. 4±.  The  reinf orced-earth  retaining  wall 
parallels  the  southwesterly  side  of  the  road  between  the  goat 
underpass  and  the  Snowslide  Gulch  bridge.  This  is  within  the  N.W.i; 
of  the  S.E.^  of  Section  24,  Township  -  29  -  North,  Range  -  16  - 
West,  Montana  Principal  Meridian. 

The  National  Park  Service  has  jurisdiction  by  law  over  this 
proposed  action  as  defined  by  40  CFR  1500.15.  Specifically,  this 
jurisdiction  occurs  on  the  proposed  project  location.  Therefore, 
FHWA  formally  requests  the  National  Park  Service  to  be  a 
Cooperating  Agency. 

MDT  has  provided  copies  of  the  Preliminary  Field  Review  Report 
describing  the  project,  and  a  Project  Location  Map  showing  its 
location.  Two  sets  are  enclosed,  and  additional  copies  are 
available  on  request.  The  following  environmental  issues  have  been 
identified  by  the  FHWA  and  MDT: 

Natural  Resources;   Threatened  and/or  Endangered  Species; 
and  Visual  Appearance. 


MDT  will  conduct  the  following  activities  to  maximize  Cooperating 
Agency  participation.  These  activities  are  also  part  of  MDT  policy 
on  enhancing  environmental  awareness  through  interagency 
coordination  (a  copy  of  MDT  environmental  policy  is  enclosed) : 

c.   Organize  coordination  meetings  and  joint  field  reviews; 

b.  Provide  available  information  on  the  proposed  action;  and 

c.  Provide  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the 
preliminary  (ROUGH  DRAFT)  environmental  documents  on  the 
proposed  project  prior  to  publication/distribution. 

FHWA  requests  the  following  information  from  the  National  Park 
Service  as  a  Cooperating  Agency: 

1.  The  approved  environmental  document  will  comply  with 

one  of  these  three  NEPA  classes  of  actions:  Class  I  - 
Environmental  Impact  Statement;  Class  II  -  Categorical 
Exclusion;  or  Class  III  -  Environmental  Assessment.  The 
environmental  document  recommended  for  this  project  is  an 
Environmental  Assessment.  At  this  time  it  is  stressed  that 
this  is  only  a  suggested  classification. 

Do  you  believe  that  this  suggested  classification  will  be 
adequate  for  your  agency ' s  requirements  under  NEPA? 
Cooperating  Agencies  have  the  obligation  to  inform  FHWA  if 
the  document  requires  a  change  in  NEPA  classification  at 
any  time  during  the  project's  development  or  if  additional 
analysis  is  needed  to  meet  your  agency's  requirements. 

2.  FHWA  requests  your  comments,  questions,  and/or  specific 
environmental  concerns  about  this  proposed  action  including 
suggestions  on  joint  efforts  to  mitigate  unavoidable 
environmental  impacts,  and  ways  to  enhance  environmental 
quality  wherever  possible. 

3 .  Does  your  Agency  have  any  actions  planned  or  under  way  in 
the  proposed  project  vicinity  that  could  affect,  or  be 
affected  by  this  proposed  action?  Is/are  there  any 
proposed  or  current  actions  by  others  (public  or  private 
agencies)  that  pose  similar  effects? 

4.  Land  under  your  jurisdiction  adjoining  the  project  may  be 
classified  as  "Section  4(f)  Lands"  from  the  1966  U.S. 
Department  of  Transportation  Act  (49  U.S.C.  303)  .  This 
classification  applies  to  lands  used  and/or  designated  as 
any  of  the  following: 


a.  Parks  and/or  Recreation  Areas; 

b.  Wildlife/Waterfowl  Refuges; 

c.  Sites  eligible  for  inclusion,  or  in  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  (under  Section  106  of 
the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  JL6  U. S.C. 
470) ;  and/or 

d.  Lands  managed  as  multiple  use  for  recreation,  or 
wildlife/waterfowl  management  and  under  statute (s) 
providing  for  same. 

Could  the  property  adjacent  to,  or  within  this  proposed 
project  be  classified  as  a  "Section  4(f)"  site?  If  so, 
which  of  the  preceding  criteria  apply? 

5.  Does  your  Agency  have  a  "master  plan"  which  includes  the 
transportation  systems  for  the  area  under  its  jurisdiction? 
If  so,  will  this  proposed  action  have  any  effect  on  this 
plan?  MDT  respectfully  reguest  a  copy  of  this  plan  to 
assist  in  determining  the  scope  of  impacts  of  this  and  any 
future  projects  in  the  area. 

6.  The  name,  mailing  address,  and  office  phone  number  of  the 
lead  agencies'  contacts  are: 

Dale  W.  Paulson, 

Environmental  &  Project  Development  Engineer 
FHWA  -  Region  8,  Montana  Division 
301  South  Park,  Drawer  10056 
Helena,  MT   59626 
(406)  449-5310;   FTS  585-5310;   FAX  (406)  449-5349 

Gordon  L.  Larson,  P.E. 

Assistant  Administrator  -  MDT  Highways  Division 

2  7  01  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  MT   59620 

(406)  444-6003;   FAX  (406)  444-6363 

FHWA  has  also  reguested  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Fish 
&  Wildlife  Service  (USF&WS) ,  to  join  as  a  Cooperating  Agency.  The 
USF&WS  is  recognized  as  having  special  expertise  in  the  Threatened 
and/or  Endangered  Species  environmental  concerns. 

FHWA  requests  that  preliminary  documents  and  correspondence  between 
Cooperating  Agencies  be  kept  confidential  under  the  Freedom  of 
Information  Act  (FOIA)  Exemption  5  on  intergovernmental  exchanges. 
Premature  release  of  this  material  could  give  those  with  access  to 
it  an  unfair  advantage  over  the  rest  of  the  public.  This  also 
encourages  special  interest  groups  attempting  to  influence  the 
decision-making  process  at  inappropriate  times. 


Therefore,  in  the  course  of  processing  preliminary  environmental 
documents,  any  comments,  reports  and/or  findings  on  same,  as  well 
as  the  documents  themselves  should  be  withheld  when  premature 
release  could  interfere  with  the  deliberative  process.  A  statement 
to  this  effect  will  be  included  with  copies  of  the  preliminary 
(ROUGH  DRAFT)  environmental  document  provided  to  each  Cooperating 
Agency. 

FHWA  and  MDT  are  looking  forward  to  the  National  ParJc  Service  being 
a  Cooperating  Agency  in  the  development  of  this  project.  It  is  the 
policy  of  the  Montana  State  Highway  Commission  and  the  MDT  to  seek 
and  expand  opportunities  to  contribute  to  a  healthier  and  more 
attractive  environment. 


These  goals  will  be 
generations  through 


achieved  for 
construction 


Montana ' s  present  and  future 
and  management  of  Montana • s 


transportation  network.  As  a  Cooperating  Agency,  FHWA  and  MDT  ask 
the  National  Park  Service's  assistance  in  the  meeting  the  goals  of 
this  policy. 


A  copy  Of  FHWA's   "GUIDANCE  on  COOPERATING  AGENCIES"   is  also 
enclosed. 

Sincerely, 


Hank  D.  Honeywell 
Division  Administrator 


Enclosures 

c:  State  -  Edrie  Vinson 


RECEIVED 

©FEB  1 9 1992 
MONTANA  0E?T.  OF  TRANSP3IOTH 

^h9m^v!BNTAL buklau    Rrrnvrn  301  south Park street 

of  Transportation  i  »  i»  v#  *-  »    v     .m  fa"  Room  448 

Federal  Highway  FEB  1  9  1SS2  Helen3'  Montana  59626 

Administration 

Montana  Division 

HELENA,   MONTANA 

February    14,    1992 

HPP-MT 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
Federal  Building,  301  South  Park 
Post  Office  Box  10023 
Helena,  Montana   59626 

Subject:   F  1-2(59)182   Goatlick  Slide 

Reinf orced-Earth  Retaining  Wall 
P.M.S.  Control  #1958 

The  Federal  Highway  Administration  (FHWA) ,  in  cooperation  with  the 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  proposes  to  develop  an 
environmental  document  for  the  subject  project.  The  proposed 
project  will  repair  the  existing  reinf orced-earth  retaining  wall  on 
U.S.  Highway  2  along  the  southerly  edge  of  Glacier  National  Park. 

The  proposed  project  is  located  on  U.S.  2,  approximately  2  miles 
southeasterly  of  the  unincorporated  community  of  Essex,  Montana  on 
the  southeasterly  perimeter  of  Glacier  National  Park  between 
mileposts  182. 3±  and  182. 4±.  The  wall  parallels  the  southwesterly 
side  of  the  road  between  the  goat  underpass  and  the  Snowslide  Gulch 
bridge.  This  is  within  the  N.W.%  of  the  S.E.%  of  Section  24, 
Township  -  29  -  North,  Range  -  16  -  West,  Montana  Principal 
Meridian. 

The  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  is  recognized  as  having  special 
expertise  on  environmental  issues  concerning  this  proposed  action. 
Specifically,  this  special  expertise  is  on  Threatened  and/or 
Endangered  Species  which  have  been  identified  as  being  in  this 
proposed  action  area  (see  copy  of  enclosed  letter  dated  December 
11,  1991  on  this  project) .  Therefore,  FHWA  formally  requests  the 
U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency. 

MDT  has  provided  copies  of  the  Preliminary  Field  Review  Report 
describing  the  project,  and  a  Project  Location  Map  showing  its 
location.   A  set  is  enclosed,  and  additional  copies  are  available 
on  request.   The  following  environmental  issues  concerning  this 
project  have  been  identified  by  the  MDT: 

Natural  Resources;   Threatened  and/or  Endangered  Species; 
and  Visual  Appearance 

MDT  will  conduct  the  following  activities  to  maximize  Cooperating 
Agency  participation.  These  activities  are  also  part  of  MDT  policy 
on  enhancing  environmental  awareness  through  interagency 
coordination  (a  copy  of  MDT  environmental  policy  is  enclosed) : 


a.  Organize  coordination  meetings  and  joint  field  reviews; 

b.  Provide  available  information  on  the  proposed  action;  and 

c.  Provide  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the 
preliminary  (ROUGH  DRAFT)  environmental  documents  on  the 
proposed  project  prior  to  publication/distribution. 

MDT  requests  the  following  information  from  the  U.S.   Fish  & 
Wildlife  Service  as  a  Cooperating  Agency. 

1.  The  approved  environmental  document  will  comply  with  one  of 
these  three  NEPA  classes  of  actions:  Class  I 
Environmental  Impact  Statement;  Class  II  -  Categorical 
Exclusion;  or  Class  III  -  Environmental  Assessment.  The 
environmental  document  recommended  for  this  project  is  an 
Environmental  Assessment.  At  this  time  it  is  stressed  that 
this  is  only  a  suggested  classification. 

Do  you  believe  that  this  suggested  classification  will  be 
adequate  for  your  agency's  requirements  under  NEPA? 
Cooperating  Agencies  have  the  obligation  to  inform  the  FHWA 
if  the  document  requires  a  change  in  NEPA  classification  or 
if  additional  analysis  is  needed  to  meet  your  agency's 
regulatory  requirements  at  any  time  during  the  project's 
development. 

2.  MDT  requests  your  comments,  questions,  and/ or  specific 
environmental  concerns  about  this  proposed  action.  This 
includes  suggestions  on  joint  efforts  to  mitigate 
unavoidable  environmental  impacts,  and  ways  to  enhance 
environmental  quality  wherever  possible. 

3 .  Does  your  Agency  have  any  actions  planned  or  under  way  in 
the  proposed  project's  vicinity  that  could  affect,  or  be 
affected  by  this  proposed  action?  Is/are  there  any 
proposed  or  current  actions  by  others  (public  or  private 
agencies)  that  pose  similar  effects? 

4 .  Does  your  agency  have  a  "master  plan"  which  includes  the 
transportation  systems  for  the  area  under  its  jurisdiction? 
If  so,  will  this  proposed  action  have  any  effect  on  this 
plan?  MDT  respectfully  request  a  copy  of  this  plan  to 
assist  in  determining  the  scope  of  impacts  of  this  and  any 
future  projects  in  the  area. 

5.  The  name,  mailing  address,  and  office  phone  number  of  the 
lead  agencies'  contacts  are: 

Dale  W.  Paulson, 

Environmental  &  Project  Development  Engineer 

FHWA  -  Region  8,  Montana  Division 

301  South  Park,  Drawer  10056 

Helena,  MT   59626 

(406)  449-5310;   FTS  585-5310;   FAX  (406)  449-5349 


Gordon  L.  Larson,  P.E. 

Assistant  Administrator  -  MDT  Highways  Division 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  MT   59620 

(406)  444-6003;   FAX  (406)  444-6363 

FHWA  has  also  requested  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 
National  Park  Service  (NPS) ,  to  join  as  a  Cooperating  Agency  in 
this  proposed  action. 

FHWA  requests  that  preliminary  documents  and  correspondence  between 
Cooperating  Agencies  be  kept  confidential  under  the  Freedom  of 
Information  Act  (FOIA)  Exemption  5  on  intergovernmental  exchanges. 
Premature  release  of  this  material  could  give  those  with  access  to 
it  an  unfair  advantage  over  the  rest  of  the  public.  This  also 
encourages  special  interest  groups  attempting  to  influence  the 
decision-making  process  at  inappropriate  times. 

Therefore,  in  the  course  of  processing  preliminary  environmental 
documents,  any  comments,  reports  and/or  findings  on  same,  as  well 
as  the  documents  themselves  should  be  withheld  when  premature 
release  could  interfere  with  the  deliberative  process.  A  statement 
to  this  effect  will  be  included  with  copies  of  the  preliminary 
(ROUGH  DRAFT)  environmental  document  provided  to  each  Cooperating 
Agency . 

FHWA  and  MDT  are  looking  forward  to  the  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife 
Service's  role  as  a  Cooperating  Agency  in  the  development  of  this 
project.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  Montana  State  Highway  Commission 
and  MDT  to  seek  and  expand  opportunities  to  contribute  to  a 
healthier  and  more  attractive  environment. 

These  goals  will  be  achieved  for  Montana's  present  and  future 
generations  through  construction  and  management  of  Montana's 
transportation  network.  As  a  Cooperating  Agency,  FHWA  and  MDT  ask 
the  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service's  assistance  in  the  meeting  the 
goals  of  this  policy. 

A  copy  of  FHWA's  "GUIDANCE  on  COOPERATING  AGENCIES"  is  also 
enclosed. 

Sincerely, 

Hank  D.  Honeywell 
Division  Administrator 

Enclosure 

c:  State  -  Edrie  Vinson 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 

D30     (GLAC) 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

GLACIER  NATIONAL  PARK 

WEST  GLACIER,  MONTANA     59936 

(406)  888-5441 
FAX:  (406)  888-5581 
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February  25,  1992 


Mr.  Doug  Morgan,  P.E. 

Consultant  Design  Section 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  Montana  59620 

4 

Dear  Mr.  Morgan: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  February  18,  1992  where  you 
requested  that  the  time  frame  for  the  start-up  of  work  on  the 
Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall  be  moved  up  to  July  1.  We  are  in 
agreement  that  the  time  frame  for  the  contract  work  should  be 
changed  to  July  1  to  November  1.  However,  we  are  still  concerned 
that  the  construction  activity  may  adversely  affect  the  goats, 
and  recommend  that  the  work  that  would  cause  the  most  disturbance 
be  delayed  as  late  as  possible.  We  understand  that  actual 
drilling  and  pouring  of  the  concrete  piers  will  not  occur  until 
July  15. 

We  also  see  a  need  to  have  a  biologist  on  sice  while  the  work  is 
going  on  to  monitor  the  effects  of  construction  on  the  goats.  We 
have  used  this  approach  successfully  on  the  initial  Goat  Lick 
construction  and  on  several  Federal  Highway  Administration 
projects  in  the  park  recently.  We  request  that  the  monitoring  be 
funded 


as 


part  of  the  cons  t  ruction_p_ro  j  ect  . 


Thank  you   for  this  opportunity  to  provide  our  input.   Should  you 
have  any  questions,  please  contact  Mr.  Bob  Dunkley  of  our  staff. 


H.  G-ilheft— Lusk 
Superintendent 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


h\rr-  M/^ 


£(a 


2701   Prospect  Avenue 
Helena. MT  59620-9726 


Stan  Stephens.  Governor 


March  13,  1992 


Robert  DunkLey,  Landscape  Architect 
National  Park  Service 
Glacier  .National  Park 
P.O.  R*&  128 
West/Glacier,  MT   599  3  6 


Subject:   F  1-2(59)182 

Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall 
Control  No.  1958 


Your  concurrence  to  our  request  for  the  extension  of  the 
!  construction  period  for  this  project  is  appreciated. 


We  regret  to  have  given  you  the  understanding  that  the 
j  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  will  hire  and  assign  to 

the  site  a  Biologist  for  the  duration  of  the  construction. 
however,  after  some  discussion,  we  have  decided  to  provide  a 
i  Biologist;  but  we  will  need  from  you  the  following 
i  information  so  that  a  suitable  provision  may  be  prepared  for 
a  construction  contract: 

1)  Purpose  and/or  justification  for  the  need  for  a 
Biologist  on  the  site  during  construction. 

2)  The  scope  of  his/her  duties  while  at  work. 

3)  Would  a  final  Report  be  required  at  the  conclusion 
of  the  project? 

4)  The  requirements  as  to  the  qualifications  of  the 
Biologist. 

You  are  requested  to  provide  the  above  information  by 
March  30,  1992. 


oug  Morgan ,  P . E . 
Consultant  Design  Section 
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.  Barnard,  Administrator  -  Engineering,  w/att. 
.  Larson,  Asst.  Administrator  -  Engineering,  w/att. 
.  Johnson,  Preconstruction  Engineer,  w/att. 
.  Peil,  Asst.  Preconstruction  Engineer,  w/att. 
.  Morgan,  Consultant  Design  Engineer,  w/att. 
.  Weaver,  District  Engineer,  Missoula,  w/att. 
.  .Yarger,,.Geotechnical  Engineer,  w/att. 
.Vinson/  _;  Environ.  &  Hazardous  Waste  "Bureau,  "w/att: 
Van  Atta , 


en  Rad 


tta,  US  Forest  Service,  Kalispell,  w/att. 
liff,  Field  Operations  Engineer,  FHWA,  w/att. 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 

D30   (GLAC) 

March  3  1  ,  1992 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

GLACIER  NATIONAL  PARK 

WEST  GLACIER,  MONTANA     59936 

(+06)  888-5441 
FAX:  (406)  888-5581 
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Mr.  Hank  D.  Honeywell 

Division  of  Administrator 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

Montana  Division 

301  South  Park  Street,  Room  448 

Helena,  Montana  59626 

Dear  Mr.  Honeywell: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  February  12,  1992  letter  requesting 
information  on  and  our  participation  as  a  cooperating  agency  in 
the  planning  and  design  processes  for  the  reconstruction  of  the 
Goatlick  Slide  Reinf orced-Earth  Retaining  Wall  on  U.S.  Highway  2 
in  Glacier  National  Park.  We  would  be  pleased  to  join  as  a 
cooperating  agency  for  this  project  and  agree  to  your  request 
that  we  keep  preliminary  documents  and  correspondence 
confidential  during  the  planning  process.  The  specific 
information  you  requested  is  provided  as  follows: 

1.  Based  on  our  understanding  of  the  preliminary  engineering 
design  concepts  we  have  seen  to  data,  we  concur  with  your 
suggested  classification  of  this  project  needing  only  an 
environmental  assessment.  This  is  consistent  with  other  road 
work  of  this  type  done  in  Glacier  National  Park.  Should  the 
scope  of  the  proposals  change  significantly,  we  would  need  to 
review  and  possibly  revise  our  opinion  on  this. 

2.  In  addition  to  the  natural  resources,  threatened  and/or 
endangered  species,  and  visual  appearance  issues  listed  in  your 
letter,  we  are  concerned  about  the  wild  and  scenic  river  values 
described  in  the  enclosed  record  of  our  review  meeting  with  the 
Forest  Service.  We  are  also  concerned  about  the  visitor  use 
impacts  of  the  proposed  construction,  especially  concerning  the 
maintenance  of  uninterrupted  traffic  flow,  safety,  the  possible 
resultant  increase  of  traffic  on  the  Going-to-the-Sun  Road  and 
any  Park  Service  maintenance  activities  that  might  result  from 
the  construction. 


We  have  discussed  several  measures  with  the  Montana  Department  of 
Transportation  that  we  believe  will  act  to  mitigate  the  possible 
adverse  impacts  of  this  project.  They  include  limiting  the 
construction  period  to  between  July  1  and  November  1,  provision 
of  funding  for  the  National  Park  Service  to  hire  a  biologist  to 
monitor  the  effects  of  the  work  on  wildlife,  use  of  compatible 
materials  to  blend  the  reconstructed  wall  with  the  environment 
and  existing  adjacent  wall  structures,  maximum  utilization  of  the 
road  surface  and  shoulder  to  avoid  impact  to  the  steep  slope 
between  the  road  and  the  river,  utilization  of  the  road  ditch  and 
shoulder  to  assure  the  continuation  of  two-way  traffic  on  U.S. 
Highway  2  to  the  maximum  degree  possible,  disposal  of  debris  and 
waste  materials  at  approved  locations  outside  the  park,  cleaning 
of  construction  equipment  and  vehicles  to  avoid  the  .introduction 
and  spread  of  exotic  vegetation,  and  adequate  safety  provisions 
related  to  the  project  for  visitors  travelling  on  the  highway. 

3.  The  National  Park  Service  does  not  have  any  actions  planned 
or  under  way  that  we  believe  would  affect  the  proposed 
reconstruction  of  this  retaining  wall. 

4.  The  project  site  should  be  classified  as  a  "Section  4  (f) 
site"  since  Glacier  National  Park  falls  within  the  park  category 
defined  in  Section  4  (f)  of  the  1966  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation  Act. 


5.    Glacier  National 
Plan  for  the  park  road 


completed  a   T  rans  porta  t ion 


Park  recently 

system.  A  copy  has  already  been  furnished 
to  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation.  We  do  not  feel  that 
the  proposed  reconstruction  of  the  Goatlick  wall  will  have  an 
affect  on  this  plan. 


We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  furnish  our  input  and  cooperate 
with  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  and  the  Montana 
Department  of  Transportation  in  this  project.  Should  you  have  any 
questions  regarding  our  comments,  please  contact  Mr.  Bob  Dunkley 
at  (406)  888-5441. 


Sincerely, 


H .  Gilbert  Lusk 
Superintendent 


Enclosure 
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T.J.  Barnard,  MDOT,  Engineering 

R.D.  Morgan,  MDOT,  Consultant  Design  Engineer 

Art  Jacobsen,  MDOT,  Environmental  Section 

Ron  Vanetta,  USFS,  Kalispell 

Fred  Flint,  USFS,  Hungry  Horse 


D30  (GLAC) 
February  3,  1992 


Meno  randuia 


To:         Assistant  Superintendent,  Glacier 

Froo:      Landscape  Architect,  Glacier 

Subject:   Review  of  Wild  and  Scenic  liver  Values, 
Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall  Repair 

A  neeting  was  held  on  January  29,  1992,  at  the  Hungry  Horse 
Ranker  District  Office  to  review  the  subject  values.  Attending 
were  Ms.  Barren  and  Messrs.  Vanetta  and  Flint  of  the  Flathead 
National  Forest,  and  Messrs.  Michels  and  Dunkley  of  Glacier 
Nat  ional  Park. 

The  values  for  which  this  portion  of  the  river  were  designated 
were  discussed  in  light  of  our  understanding  of  the  proposed 
wall  repair  as  follows: 

1.  Geologic .  The  Goat  Lick.  Mineral  outcropping  was  described  as 
the  only  significant  geologic  feature  in  the  area.  It  was  felt 
that  there  would  be  no  adverse  effect  from  the  proposed  wall 
repair  work. 

2.  Wildlife.  Mountain  Coata  are  the  Major  wildlife  species  of 
concern  that  frequents  the  project  area.  Measures  have  already 
been  included  in  the  scope  of  work  to  avoid  disturbance  to  them 
such  as  providing  for  construction  only  during  the  15  August-1 
November  period  when  goat  use  is  slight.  There  are  expected  to 
be  no  effects  on  T&E  species. 

3.  Cultural.  There  are  no  known  cultural  sites  or  Materials 
within  the  project  area.  Since  the  construction  will  most  likely 
be  confined  to  the  previously  disturbed  road  prisn,  effects  on 
cultural  sites  is  not  anticipated. 


4 .    Scenic . 
vi e  wpo  i  n  t  s  of 
Scenic   River 
recreational 
const  rue  tion 
following  measures 


Scenic   values  are   of  concern,  primarily   from  the 

the  river   and  the   railroad  within   the  Wild   and 

corridor.     However,   it   was   noted   that   river 

use  is   low  in   the  late  summer   and  fall   when  the 

is   scheduled.     It   was   decided   to  propose   the 

to  assure   that  the  scenic   qualities  of   the 


corridor  are  not  diminished  by  the  proposed  repair  work: 

a.  Materials  that  are  visually  compatible  with  the  existing 
wall  should  be  used. 

b.  Disturbance  to   the  slope  adjacent  to  the  wall  should  be 
minimized. 

c.  Appropriate  revegetation  and  slope  restoration  should  be 
a  part  of  the  work. 

Ms.  Burren  and  Messrs.  Dunkley  Vanetta  and  Gordon  also  attended  a 
project  review  meeting  on  January  30,  1992  where  many  of  these 
issues  were  discussed. 


Should  you  have  any  questions  about 
a  call . 


this  project,  please  give 


me 


Bob  Dunkley 


AUG  07 1992 
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D30      (GLAC) 


NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

GLACIER  NATIONAL  PARK 

WEST  GLACIER,  MONTANA     59936 

(406)  888-5441 
FAX:  (406)  888-5581 


August  3,  1992 

Mr.  Doug  Morgan,  P.E. 

Consultant  Design  Engineer 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  Montana  59620-9726 
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Dear    Mr.    Morgan: 

Thank,  you  for  the  information  that  was  provided  at  the  recent 
meeting  at  your  office  on  the  Goat  Lick  Retaining  Wall  project. 
After  some  consideration  by  our  staff,  we  would  like  to  furnish 
some  preliminary  comments. 

We  are  most  interested  in  a  solution  to  the  highway  needs  that 
allows  the  natural  processes  to  function  to  the  extent  possible. 
This  includes  the  wildlife,  the  river  and  the  slide  itself.  We 
see  serious  impacts  from  major  changes  in  any  of  these  processes. 
For  example,  changing  the  course  of  the  river  in  the  area  of  the 
slide  could  cause  adverse  downstream  impacts  on  the  Goat  Lick, 
railroad,  and  possibly  affect  water  quality. 

At  this  point,  we  favor  the  bridge  alternative  because  it  seems 
to  best  address  preservation  of  the  natural  processes.  We 
recognize  that  there  are  concerns  about  the  slide  extending 
laterally  along  the  highway,  and  affecting  the  bridge  abutments. 
However,  we  feel  that  these  concerns  could  be  addressed  through 
the  design  of  the  footing  system. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  furnish  our  comments  on  the 
preliminary  alternatives.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  the 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation  as  the  work  on  this  project 
progresses.  Should  you  have  any  questions  or  concerns,  please 
let  me  or  our  Federal  Highway  Coordinator,  Mr.  3ob  Dunkley,  know. 
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Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


2701    Prosoec:    Avenue 
Helena. MT  5962C-S72S 


Scan  Stepnens.  Governor 


September    3,    1992 


Bill   Harper,    Assistant  Director 

TRANSPORTATION     SYSTEMS     ENGINEERING 

USDA  -  Forest  Service  Region  #1  office 
Federal  Building,  ?.  0.  Box  7659 
Missoula,  MT   59307 


Subject: 


F  1  -  2(59) 132 
GoatLick  Slide, 
(P.M.S.  C#1958) 


U.S.  #2  -  Glacier  National  Park 


This  is  to  request  the  USDA  -  Forest  Service  to  be  a  Cooperating  Agency  on  this 
proposed  project  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  23  CFR  771.111(d).   This 
proposed  project  is  located  on  an  easement  within  Glacier  National  Park  on  U.S. 
Highway  #2  (FAP  i)  at  Milepost  182.4 ±.   This  is  in  the  N.W.  V*  of  the  S.E.  V*  of 
Section  24;   Township  -  29  -  North,  Range  -  16  -  West;   M-P.M.  _ 

This  proposed  project  involves  stabilizing  a  slide  area  immediately  below  the  FAP 
1  alignment.  This  slide  is  along  the  right  (easterly)  bank  of  the  Middle  Fork  of 
the  Flathead  River.  The  river  is  the  boundary  between  the  Flathead  National 
Forest  and  Glacier  National  Park,  and  is  also  a  component  of  the  National  Wild 
&  Scenic  River  system  (administered  by  the  National  Forest  on  this  nver). 

A  copv  of  the  Project  Location  Map,  "transHte"  print,  and  the  latest  consultant's 
report' for  this  proposed  project  are  enclosed.   Work  on  this  proposed  project  was 
initially  intended  to  avoid  the  River.   However,  based  on  recent  geological 
evidence  and  engineering  design  studies  it  now  appears  that  riprap  and  possibly 
some  channel  work  on  this  River  in  the  slide  area  may  be  necessary. 

The  Forest  Service  has  jurisdiction  by  law  over  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead 
(Wild  &  Scenic)  River,  which  now  may  be  impacted  by  this  proposed  project 
under  "Option  4".   It  is  also  understood  that  any  impacts  on  the  Middle  Fork  of 
the  Fiathead  River  bv  this  or  anv  future  project  related  to  this  slide  area  will 
require  a  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation  Act  -  Section  4(f)  Evaluation  under 
49  U  S  C.  303    This  will  include  measures  to  minimize  harm  as  agreed  between 
the  Forest  Service  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Transportation's  Federal  Highway 
Administration  (FHWA). 


Bill  Harper 

Page  2 

September  3,  1992 

A  "ROUGH  DRAFT'  of  an  Environmental  Assessment  on  this  proposed  project 
was  prepared  and  distributed  early  in  May  of  this  year.   This  document  will  be 
revised  to  include  the  latest  engineering  proposals  and  related  environmental  im- 
pacts when  further  studies  have  been  made  on  the  options  to  take  remedial  action 
on  this  problem.   The  Forest  Service  will  be  included  on  the  distribution  for  this 
ROUGH  DRAFT  document  and  will  have  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  same. 

At  this  time  the  preferred  alternative  has  been  identified  as  "Option  2."  If  the 
Forest  Service  has  any  comments  on  the  proposed  design  for  this  Option,  they 
need  to  be  received  by  MDT  no  later  than  September  11,  1992. 

Please  contact  Gordon  L.  Larson,  P.E.,  the  Assistant  Administrator  of  MDT  High- 
ways Division  -  Engineering  at  the  address  on  the  letterhead,  or  call  444-6003  for 
concerns  about  the  proposed  designs.   Please  contact  this  Bureau  at  this  same  ad- 
dress, or  call  444-7228  if  there  are  any  questions  concerning  environmental  issues. 

Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Chief 

Environmental  &  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 
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Ms.  Edrie  L  Vinson,  Chief 
Environmental  &  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 
Montana  Department  of  Transportation 
2701  Prospect  Avenue 
Helena,  MT  59620-9726 


Reply  to:     7720/2730 

Date:     September  14,  19 


'fMASTER  FILE 
I       COPY 


Dear  Ms.  Vinson: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  September  3  letter  to  Bill  Harper  concerning  the  Goat  Lick  Slide,  U.S.  Highway  2 
project.  Our  response  has  been  coordinated  to  include  comments  received  from  Flathead  National  Forest 
and  Hungry  Horse  Ranger  District. 

The  Forest  Service  looks  forward  to  being  a  Cooperating  Agency  in  the  planning  and  design  of  this  project. 
We  feel  that  the  procedures  outlined  in  the  current  version  of  the  FS/MDT/FHWA  MOU  should  be  used  in 
its  coordination.  We  would  like  you  to  work  with  Ron  Van  Natta,  of  the  Flathead  National  Forest,  concerning 
the  updating  of  the  NEPA  document.  Ron  can  be  reached  at  1 935  Third  Avenue  East,  Kalispell,  MT  59901 , 
or  by  phone  at  (406)  758-5239.  Mr.  Van  Natta  will  in  turn  coordinate  with  the  Forest  personnel  involved. 

Based  on  a  review  of  the  MDTs  earlier  project  proposal  for  repairs  at  this  site,  we  did  not  feel  that  a  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  Section  7(a)  determination  would  be  required.  While  the  MDT's  proposed  Option 
2,  itself,  does  not  appear  to  be  a  project  that  would  require  a  Section  7(a)  determination,  Option  4  would 
definitely  require  a  Section  7(a)  determination. 

The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  Section  7(a)  requires  the  Forest  Service  to  evaluate  and  make  a  determina- 
tion of  what  effects  the  proposed  project  would  have  on  the  values  for  which  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead 
River  was  established  as  a  component  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  These  values  include  wildlife, 
fisheries,  water  quality,  recreation,  and  geological.  We  are  required  to  make  the  determination  in  compli- 
ance with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  To  our  knowledge,  there  have  been  no  other 
Montana  State  Highway  projects  in  recent  history  that  involved  a  Section  7(a)  determination.  This  determi- 
nation is  more  involved  and  will  require  much  more  analysis,  coordination,  involvement,  and  documenta- 
tion than  the  usual  State  highway  projects.  A  Section  7(a)  determination  is  different  and  would  likely  change 
the  Forest  Ser.'ice  involvement,  requirements,  and  roles  and  responsibilities  from  those  contained  in  our 
MOU. 

We  believe  that  the  MOU  coordination  procedures  we  have  agreed  upon  are  adequate  for  pursuing  Option 
2.  However,  if  Option  4  has  been,  or  is  to  be,  considered  in  addition,  or  as  a  followup,  to  Option  2,  we  need 
to  meet  and  discuss  the  Section  7(a)  requirements.  A  field  trip  to  review  the  proposed  work  and  discuss 
the  requirements  of  a  Section  7(a)  determination  may  be  necessary.  Please  let  us  know  your  thoughts  and 
plans  in  regard  to  implementation  of  Option  4  and  whether  or  not  you  feel  a  field  review  is  necessary. 

Sincerely, 


fif  BERYL  JOHNSTON 
Director  of  Engineering 


cc: 

Flathead  NF  -  R.Van  Natta,  LReesman 

LM  -  D.O'Brien,  B.Allen 
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November  23,  1992 

Ms.  Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Chief 

Environmental  and  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

P0  Box  201001 

Helena,  Montana  59620-1001 


Dear  Ms .  Vinson : 

This  is  in  response  to  your  October  21,  1992,  letter  requesting 
our  participation  as  a  cooperating  agency  in  the  planning  and 
design  processes  for  the  reconstruction  of  the  Goatlick  Slide 
Reinf o reed-Ear th  Retaining  Wall  on  U.S.  Highway  2  in  Glacier 
National  Park.  We  would  be  pleased  to  join  as  a  cooperating 
agency  for  this  project,  and  agree  to  your  request  that  we  keep 
preliminary  documents  and  correspondence  confidential  during  the 
planning  and  design  processes.  Our  participation  is  subject  to 
the  following: 

1.  Based  on  our  understanding  of  the  preliminary  engineering 
design  concepts  we  have  seen  to  date,  we  concur  with  your 
proposal  that  this  project  will  need  only  an  environmental 
assessment.  This  is  based  on  not  including  ripraping  on  the  toe 
of  the  slope  below  the  slide  in  the  reconstruction  project. 
Should  the  scope  of  the  proposal  change  significantly,  we  would 
need  to  review  and  possibly  revise  our  opinion  on  this. 

2.  We  request  that  you  include  the  several  measures  we  have 
discussed  with  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  over  the 
past  year.  We  believe  that  they  will  act  to  mitigate  the 
possible  adverse  impacts  of  this  project.   Included  are: 


o     limiting  the  construction   period  to   between  1   July  and   1 

Novembe  r ; 
o     provision  of  funding  for  the  National  Park  Service  to  hire  a 

biologist  to  monitor  the  effects  of  the  work  on  wildlife; 
o     use  of  compatible  materials   to  blend  the  reconstructed  wall 

with  the  environment  and  existing  adjacent  wall  structures; 
o     maximum   utilization  of   the   road  surface   and  shoulder   to 

avoid  impact  to   the  steep   slope  between  the   road  and   the 

river; 
o     utilization  of  the   road  ditch   and  shoulder   to  assure   the 

continuation  of   two-way  traffic  on   U.S.  Highway   2  to   the 

maximum  degree  possible; 


o     disposal  of  debris  and  waste  materials  at  approved  locations 

outs  ide  the  park; 
o     cleaning  of  construction  equipment  and  vehicles  to  avoid  the 

introduction  and  spread  of  exotic  vegetation;  and 
o     adequate   safety   provisions   related   to   the   project   for 

visitors  travelling  on  the  highway. 


3.  The  National  Park  Service  does  not  have  any  actions  planned 
or  underway  that  we  believe  would  affect  the  proposed 
reconstruction  of  this  retaining  wall. 

4.  The  project  site  should  be  classified  as  a  "Section  4  (f) 
site"  since  Glacier  National  Park  falls  within  the  park  category 
defined  in  Section  4  (f)  of  the  1966  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation  Act. 

5.  Glacier  National  Park  recently  completed  a  Transpor  tation 
Plan  for  the  park  road  system.  A  copy  has  already  been  furnished 
to  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation.  We  do  not  feel  that 
the  proposed  reconstruction  of  the  Goatlick  wall  will  have  an 
effect  on  this  plan. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  furnish  our  input  and  cooperate 
with  the  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  and  the  Federal 
Highway  Administration  on  this  project.  Should  you  have  any 
questions  regarding  our  comments,  please  contact  Mr.  Bob  Dunkley 
at  (406)  883-5441. 


Sincerely , 


H.  Gilbert  Lusk 
Superintendent 


U 


cc:   Mr.  Gordon  L.  Larson,  MDOT ,  Engineering 

Mr.  Dale  W.  Paulson,  FHWA ,  Helena 

Mr.  Doug  Morgan,  MDOT,  Consultant  Design  Engineer 

Mr.  Ron  Vanetta,  USFS,  Kalispell 

Mr.  Duane  Holmes,  RMR-PL 


Montana  Department 
of  Transportation 


2701  Prospect  Averse 
J0  3cr  201001 
Helena  MT  59620-1001 


C   L.  Vfrtso*- 


Marc  Raccor.  Governor 


January  12,  1993 


U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service 
Federal  Building,  3  01  South  Park 
Post  Office  Drawer  10023 
Helena,  MT   59626 


Attention: 


Robert  Hazelwood, 
Senior  Staff  Biologist 


Subject:     F  1  -  2(59)182 

Goatlick  Slide  (U.S. #2,  Glacier  Park) 
P.M.S.  Control  #1958 


Enclosed  is  a  ROUGH  DRAFT  copy  of  the  Environmental  Assessment  on  this 
proposed  project   Please  review  this  document,  and  return  it  to  this  office  at  the 
earliest  convenience  if  there  are  any  comments.  Please  also  destroy  any  copies  of 
the  earlier  ROUGH  DRAFT  version  of  this  document. 


This  proposed  project  is  currentiy  scheduled  to  be  "READY"   for  February,  1993. 
Therefore,  it  is  respectfully  requested  that  any  comments  on  the  enclosed 
document  be  sent  to  this  office  by  January  25,  1993.   Attachments  for  the 
Appendix  (Part  VI.)  to  this  document  are  not  included. 

Please  call  this  office  at  444-7228  if  there  are  questions  about  this  document,  and 
the  "FAX"  number  is  444-7245. 
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Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Chief 
Environmental  &  Hazar 


us  Waste  Bureau 
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CC:  James  T.  Weaver,  P.E.  -  MDT  Missoula  District  (/I)  Engineer 
David  S.  Johnson,  P.S.  -  MDT  Preconstruction  Engineer 
Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Chief  -  MDT  Environmental  S  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 
Dale  W.  Paulson,  FHWA  Montana  Division  Environmental  Coordinaror 


United  States  Forest  Flathead  National  Forest 

Department  of  Service  1935  Third  Avenue  East 

Agriculture  406-755-5401  Kalispell,  MT  59901 
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Edrie  L  Vinson,  Chief 

Environmental  and  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  MT  59620-1001 

Dear  Ms.  Vinson: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Rough  Draft  copy  of  the  Environmental  Assessment  for  F1  -2(59)  1 82  Goat  Lick 
Slide  (U.S.  #2,  Glacier  National  Park)  (P.M.S.  Control  #1958). 

On  page  one  this  action  is  phrased  as  a  "short-term  emergency  solution".  It  was  our  understanding 
at  our  meeting  with  the  consultant  and  your  agency  personnel  on  October  1 , 1 992  that  for  all  practical 
purposes  the  proposed  wall  (alternative  #2)  would  correct  the  problem  for  the  foreseeable  future. 
Although  the  need  for  rip-rap  (alternative  #4)  could  not  be  entirely  ruled  out  over  the  long  term 
depending  on  river  flows  and  flood  events,  some  other  solution  may  also  be  available  at  that  time. 
It  would  be  well  if  some  other  statement  than  "short  term  solution'  could  be  used  or  attach  a  time 
estimate  in  years  to  "short  term*  to  give  the  reader  an  insight  into  what  you  mean. 

We  have  commented  earlier  on  the  Biological  Resources  Report  which,  as  we  understand,  has  been 
revised. 

There  are  no  other  comments  of  substance  to  be  offered  on  our  part.  We  hope,  as  you  do,  that  this 
contract  can  proceed  to  award  and  completion  during  the  1 993  field  season. 

As  a  cooperating  agency  we  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  draft. 
Sincerely, 


U-  JOEL  D.  HOLTROP 
'     Forest  Supervisor 
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Ms.     Edrie    L.    Vinson,     Chief  L_l ' "  "»*•"«"-'  ■<  >  *- ,_  ._^  ,_ 

■Environmental     and    Hazardous    Waste    Bureau 

Montana    Department     of    Transportation 

2701    Prospect    Avenue 

Box    201001 

Helena,  Montana  59620-1001 

Dear  Ms.  Vinson: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  January  12,  1993  request  for  our 
review  of  the  draft  Environmental  Assessment  for  the  Goatlick 
Slide  proposed  repair  work..   We  have  the  following  comments: 

Page  10.  We  are  confused  by  the  description  of  Alternative  B  as 
the  "only  feasible  a  1 1 e r na t i ve  .  .  . a t  this  time".  If  this  is  the 
case,  it  seems  that  it  would  not  be  necessary  to  assess  the  other 
alternatives.  If  other  alternatives  are  indeed  feasible,  but  not 
preferred  or  recommended,  the  description  should  be  modified  to 
reflect  that. 
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Page  20.  The  visual  impacts  of  the  alternatives  should  be 
described  in  the  context  of  the  overall  characteristic  landscape 
in  the  vicinity  of  the"  Goatlick  area.  This  area,  especially  near 
the  river,  is  characterized  by  numerous  landslide  areas  that  have 
sparse  to  no  vegetation. 


Page  21.  We  do  not  consider  the  viewing  of  goats  from  the  road 
shoulder  as  an  overall  positive  impact.  While  it  may  be  exciting 
for  travellers  to  see  the  goats  in  this  manner,  we  feel  that  this 
is  outweighed  by  the  safety  hazard  caused  by  cars  slowing  or 
stopping  in  the  traffic  lanes  or  parking  on  the  shoulders. 


Page  22.  The  difference  in  roadway  elevations  or  guardrail 
heights  among  the  various  alternatives  is  not  clear  from  the 
description  given.  The  actual  height  or  elevation  differences 
should  be  specified  so  that  the  visual  impacts  may  be  better 
understood. 

Page  25.  We  recommend  that  consideration  be  given  to  coloring 
and  texturing  the  exposed  vertical  concrete  faces  to  reduce  their 
visual  impact. 

Page  33.    Under  seedbed  application,   we  suggest  that  area   1  be 

specified   as   "scarify   and   broadcase"  rather   than  "drill   or 

broadcast",  and  that  the  mulch  requirements  specify  a  hydromulch 
application  with  organic  mulch  and  tackifier. 

Page  34.  We  recommend  that  native  plant  species  be  substituted 
for  the  exotic  species  listed  in  the  seed  mixture  as  follows: 

Substitute  Thickspike  Wheatgrass  for  Reubens  Canadian  Bluegrass 
Substitute  Western  Wheat  grass ,  Slender  Wheatgrass  ,  Mountain 
Brome ,  Green  Needlegrass,  and  Basin  Wildrye  for  the  entire  list 
of  substitute  species. 

Page  46.  We  do  not  anticipate  having  to  close  the  Goatlick 
viewing  area  and  parking  lot  to  the  public.  Because  of  this,  the 
paragraph  dealing  with  this  issue  should  be  modified. 

Page  47.  Please  delete  the  phrase  "particularly  in  a  westerly 
direction."  since  the  vehicle  restrictions  on  the  Going- to- the- 
Sun  Road  apply  to  traffic  in  both  easterly  and  westerly 
directions. 

Appendix.  We  would  like  to  review  a  copy  of  the  hazardous  waste 
materials  contingency  plan  referenced  on  page  35  as  an  appendix 
to  the  environmental  assessment. 


We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  review  and  furnish  our  comments 
on  this  draft.  Should  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  Mr. 
Bob  Dunkley,  our  coordinator  for  this  project  at  (406)  888-5441. 

Sincerely,/ 


/rt  L  u  s  k 
Superintendent 


cc  : 


Mr 
Mr 
Mr 
Mr 
Mr 
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Gordon  L.  Larson,  MDOT,  Engineering 
Dale  W.  Paulson,  FHWA,  Helena 

Doug  Morgan,  MDOT,  Consultant  Design  Engineer 
Ron  Vanetta,  USFS,  Kalispell 
Duane  Holmes,  RMR-PL 
Christine  Turk,  RMR-PP 
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FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  ENHANCEMENT 
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Environmental  &  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,   MT   59620-9726 

Dear  Ms.  Vinson, 
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This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  requesting  that  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service) 
review  the  Draft  Biological  Resources  Report  pertaining  to  Federally  listed  threatened  and 
endangered  species  for  the  proposed  Goatlick  Retaining  Wall  project  in  Glacier  National  Park. 

The  Service  has  reviewed  the  Biological  Resources  Report  and  concurs  with  the  determination 
that  the  proposed  project  is  not  likely  to  adversely  affect  the  endangered  bald  eagle  (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus).  gray  wolf  (Canis  lupus)  and  threatened  grizzly  bear  (Ursus  arctos  horribilis). 
and  with  the  no  effect  determination  for  the  endangered  peregrine  falcon  (Falco  peregrinus).  . 
In  addition,  the  Service  does  not  anticipate  any  incidental  take  of  listed  species  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  project.    Therefore,  pursuant  to  S402.13  (a)  of  the  50  CFR,  formal  consultation  is 
not  required.    If,  after  public  review  and  comment,  the  final  project  design  is  changed  so  as  to 
have  effects  on  threatened  or  endangered  species  other  than  those  described  in  the  biological 
assessment,  a  revised  biological  assessment  will  need  to  be  prepared.   The  Service  will  then 
issue  a  letter  of  concurrence/non-concurrence  on  the  revised  biological  assessment. 

We  appreciate  your  efforts  to  ensure  the  conservation  of  these  threatened  and  endangered 
species  as  a  part  of  your  responsibilities  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  as  amended. 


Sincerely, 


Dale  R.  Harms 
State  Supervisor 
Montana  State  Office 
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Flathead  National  Forest 
1935  Third  Avenue  East 
Kalispell,  MT  59901 


Reply  to:    2670/7470 
Date:     Dec.  23,  1992 


'V.>iLl\iriL    O^i  vw.-,*.' 


Edrie  L  Vinson,  Chief 

Environmental  and  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  MT  59620 


Dear  Mr.  Vinson: 


This  memo  documents  the  Flathead  Forest  review  of  your  'Draft  Biological  Resources  Report*  for  the 
goat  lick  retaining  wall,  project  F  1-2(59)  182,  December  10.1992. 

The  analysis  and  coordination  measures  contained  within  this  report  appear  to  adequately  deal  with 
wildlife,  fish  and  plant  species.  Two  items  of  clarification  would  appear  helpful. 

Sensitive  plants  -  page  6  -  transplanting  individual  plants  to  nearby  sites  or  storing  and  returning 

«2Thi  PlaT  t0  th8  Pr°ieCt  SitS  SeemS  meanin9ful  on,V  ■  the  transplant  site  is  environmentally 
suitable  and  adequate  space  is  available  to  accommodate  the  transplanted  and  resident  individuals 
If  either  condition  is  not  met  the  effort  seems  moot. 

hf  'ni39,!!  hP39\8  " the  l3St  sentence  on  tnis  Page  indicates  that  'no  potential  nesting  habitat  would 
be  disturbed  by  the  project".  I  believe  you  are  indicating  that  no  direct  change  to  potential  habitat 
would  occur,  since  disturbance  by  human  activity  and  noise  was  identified  as  a  probable  effect  of 
your  project. 

Thank  you  for  providing  the  Forest  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  analysis. 
Sincerely, 


jQ/  JOEL  D.  HOLTROP 
Forest  Supervisor 

cc: 

R.  Vannatta,  SO 

A.  Christophersen,  HHRD 
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Edrie  L.  Vinson,  Chief 

Environmental  &  Hazardous  Waste  Bureau 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  Montana  59620-9726 

Dear  Ms.  Vinson: 

Thank  you  for  allowing  us  to  review  and  comment  on  the  Draft 
Biological  Resources  Report  for  Goatlick  Retaining  Wall  (Project  F 
1-2(59)182,  Control  #1958).  In  general,  we  agree  with  your 
conclusions  that  the  proposed  action  is  not  likely  to  adversely 
affect  the  bald  eagle,  grizzly  bear,  or  northern  rocky  mountain 
wolf,  and  will  not  affect  the  peregrine  falcon,  provided  all  heavy 
equipment  work  can  be  done  from  the  existing  road  surface  and  the 
mitigating  measures  indicated  are  instituted  during  the 
construction  process. 

Following  are  several  general  editorial  comments  and  some  specific 
comments  with  respect  to  the  proposed  project  and  mitigating 
measures : 

1.  Page  1  (Exec.  Summary)  &  Page  5.  (Recommendations)  -  The 
entire  Goat  Lick  Parking  Area  will  not  be  available  for  use  as 
a  staging  area  or  for  the  parking  of  vehicles  not  actively 
being  used  in  the  construction  work.  We  may  be  able  to  set 
aside  a  small  portion  of  this  lot  for  these  purposes,  but 
would  have  to  assure  that  public  access  to  the  restrooms  and 
viewing  area  is  maintained.  We  would  like  to  discuss  this 
further  with  your  office  as  the  designs  and  specifications  are 
finalized  for  the  project. 

2.  Page  1.   The  bear-proof  garbage  container  design  should  be 
approved  by  the  National  Park  Service. 

3.  Page  2.   Please  delete  Dunkley's  name  from  the  listing  of 
biologists  consulted  with.   He  is  a  landscape  architect. 


Page  2.  (Agency  Consultation)  -  spelling  "Tiimant" 


5.  Page  3.  (3rd  para.)  -  Add  Grizzly  Bear  (Ursus  hor r ibil is )  to 
the  species  list.  (5th  para.)  -  "effects"  rather  than 
"affects"  . 

6.  Page  4.  (6th  para)  -  "Long-term"  and  "effects"  rather  than 
"affects."  (7th  para.)  -  "lessen."  (8th  para.)  -  Goat  use  is 
usually  declining  by  the  middle  of  July  and  construction  will 
really  encompass  "less  than  half"  of  the  high  use  period. 

7.  Page  5.  (General  Coord.  Measures)  -  We  do  not  feel  that  it 
would  be  necessary  to  close  the  Goat  Lick  Viewing  Area  to  the 
public  as  the  viewing  platform  use  has  no  observable  impact  on 
goat  use  of  the  lick  area.  Closing  the  established  overlook 
viewing  area  may  in-fact  displace  visitors  to  roadside  parking 
and  increased  intrusions  off-road,  thus  increasing  disturbance 
effects . 

8.  Pages  5  &  6.  (Rare  Plant  Survey)  -  We  agree  that  it  would  be 
good  to  conduct  a  brief  survey  for  the  possibility  of  rare 
plants  on  the  construction  site  prior  to  the  project.  This 
will  have  to  be  done  by  a  plant  ecologist  with  specific 
knowledge  of  the  species  mentioned.  We  would  anticipate  that 
the  project  biologist,  hired  to  monitor  wildlife  activity, 
would  be  a  wildlife  specialist  and  probably  not  qualified  to 
conduct  a  rare  plant  survey. 

9.  Page  8.  (Top)  -  Bull  Trout  are  still  relatively  common  in  the 
Middle  fork  of  the  Flathead  River. 

10.  Page  8.  -  We  would  like  to  review  the  contingency  plan  for 
responding  to  catastrophic  events  that  is  referenced  in  the 
discussion  of  fisheries. 

11.  Pages  9  and  11.  -  We  recommend  that  the  project  biologist  be 
identified  as  the  contact  for  assessing  the  situation  with 
both  bald  eagles  and  wolves,  rather  than  or  in  addition  to 
the   MDT  biologist. 

12.  Page  10.  (Coord.  Measures)  -  Garbage  should  be  removed  daily. 

13.  Page  11.  -  "Effects"  rather  than  "affects". 

14.  Page  13.  -  Spelling  "Tilmant". 


We  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Department  over  the  coming 
summer  on  this  project.  If  you  would  like  to  discuss  any  of  our 
comments,  please  contact  either  me  or  Mr.  Bob  Dunkley,  our 
coordinator  for  this  project. 

Sincerely , 


'W.    Gilbeyft    Lusk 
Superintendent 
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MONTANA  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

Biological  Resources  Report 

for 

Goatlick  Retaining  Wall 

Project  F  1-2(59)182 

Control  #1958 

January  11,  1993 

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

The  primary  intent  of  the  proposed  joint  Montana  Department  of  Transportation  (MDT)  and  Federal  Highway 
Administration  (FHWA)  project  is  to  replace  the  Goatlick  reinforced-earth  (RE)  retaining  wall  supporting  a  section  of  U.S. 
Highway  2  in  Glacier  National  Parte  (GNP).  A  July  1  -  November  1,  1993  construction  work  window  is  proposed;  no  blasting 
is  anticipated.  The  key  biological  concern  is  the  potential  impact  of  the  project  on  mountain  goats  using  the  adjacent  Walton 
Goatlick.    Implementation  of  the  coordination  measures  will  provide  protection  of  the  goats  and  will  help  ensure  that  only 
minimal  disturbance  will  occur.  The  provisions  and  measures  also  allow  removal  or  alteration  of  restrictions  on  construction 
times  or  activities  should  they  prove  to  be  ineffective  or  unnecessary.  The  project  is  not  likely  to  adversely  affect  rare  or 
sensitive  plants,  wildlife,  or  fish,  and  will  not  affect  wetlands.    It  is  the  determination  of  this  analysis  that,  if  the  required 
coordination  measures  arc  adhered  to,  the  project  is  not  likely  to  adversely  affect  the  bald  eagle,  gray  wolf,  or  grizzly  bear; 
no  effects  on  the  peregrine  falcon  are  anticipated.  The  following  coordination  measures  are  required: 

o  Downtimes  of  0500-0730  and  1800-2200  will  be  observed;  lifts  on  these  restrictions  are  anticipated  as 

goat  usage  decreases  in  late  summer.    Downtime  is  defined  as  a  period  in  which  no  machinery  is 
operating,  workers  and  associated  personnel  are  outside  the  work  area,  and  other  on  site  project  related 
activities  cease.    Downtimes  may  be  modified  or  eliminated  due  to  lack  of  goat  use,  weather  constraints, 
or  other  unforseen  circumstances  via  recommendations  and  coordination  with  the  project  biologist, 
MDT  biologist  and  GNP. 

o  A  project  biologist  shall  be  provided  to  monitor  wildlife  and  affects  of  construction  activities  upon 

wildlife,  especially  goats.   Specifics  and  logistics  of  this  position  are  still  being  developed.   In  general, 
the  role  of  this  biologist  is  to:  monitor  goats  and  affects  of  project  activities  upon  goats,  such  as  use  of 
lick,  travel  movements,  etc.;dctermine  if  downtimes  arc  effective  in  reducing  disturbance  to  goats  and 
recommend  changes  or  elimination  if  monitoring  demonstrates  this  appropriate;  provide 
education/training  on  bear/wildlife  behavior,  safety,  etc  to  workers  and  tourists  as  appropriate; 
and:conduct  rare  plant  survey  prior  to  construction  (if  qualified), 

o  Vehicles  not  actively  being  used  on  the  project  will  be  parked  in  a  designated  portion  of  the  Goatlick 

Parking  lot  or  other  designated  area  away  from  the  goat  travel  comdor. 

o  Prior  to  the  onset  of  construction,  the  project  manager  shall  contact  an  MDT  and/or  the  project 

biologist  to  assess  the  overall  status  of  wolves  and  nesting  bald  eagles  in  the  project  area.   Spacial 
and/or  temporal  restrictions  may  be  implemented  at  bald  eagle  nests  or  wolf  dens  established  in  the 
project  area  prior  to  construction. 

o  Garbage  shall  be  disposed  in  grizzly  bear-proofed  containers  approved  by  the  National  Park  Service, 

and  shall  be  removed  daiiv.    Any  spills,  litter,  etc.  will  be  cleaned  up  promptly.    Possible  attractants. 
such  as  anti-freeze  and  petroleum  products,  will  be  secured  from  animals  and  stored  in  a  fashion  that 
will  not  attract  them. 


o  Education/training  on  bear  safety,  working  in  environmentally  sensitive  areas,  etc.,  shall  be  provided  to 

all  personnel  that  will  be  working  on  site. 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  Goatlick  Slide  project,  located  in  the  southern  portion  of  Glacier  National 
Park  on  U.S.  Highway  2,  is  bordered  by  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead  River. 
The  project  is  located  at  approximately  milepost  182.1  between  the  Snowslide 
Gulch  Bridge  and  the  Goat  Underpass  (Figure  1),  just  north  of  the  Goatlick 
viewing  area. 

The  proposed  action  consists  of  constructing  a  new  retaining  wall  behind  (inside 
of)  the  existing  RE  wall  supporting  a  section  of  the  highway  (Figure  2).  This  will 
be  accomplished  by  pouring  a  retaining  wall  of  4-foot-diameter  piles  between  the 
structural  piles  for  the  roadway  fill.  The  tops  of  all  piles  will  be  connected  by  a 
cantilever  beam,  which  will  extend  about  7  to  9  feet  out  from  the  pile  centers. 

The  proposed  construction  sequence  is  as  follows  (Figure  3): 

1.  Drill  shafts  for  concrete  piles 

2.  Cast  pile  cap  and  concrete  cantilever 

3.  Excavate  inside  of  the  piles  to  tieback  level  and  remove  RE  wall 

4.  Construct  guardrail 

A  July  1  -  November  1,  1993  construction  work  window  is  proposed;  no  blasting  is 
anticipated.   During  construction,  heavy  equipment  will  work  rrom  the  existing 
road  surface.   The  only  land  surface  expected  to  be  disturbed  is  a  narrow  strip 
inside  of  the  existing  road  to  facilitate  traffic  flow  during  construction. 

STUDY  METHODS 

Agency  Consultation  and  Literature  Review 

Requests  for  information  pertaining  to  endangered,  threatened,  and 
sensitive  plant  and  animal  species  were  sent  to  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(USFWS)  and  to  the  Montana  Natural  Heritage  Program  (MNHP).   Additionally, 
GNP,  USFWS,  and  U.S.  Forest  Service  biologists  familiar  with  the  project  area 
were  interviewed  (Hazelwood,  Gregory,  Burren,  Martinka,  Tilmant  pers.  comms.). 
A  review  of  pertinent  literature  was  conducted,  and  the  Montana  Rivers 
Information  System  (MDFWP  1988)  was  consulted  for  biological  resources 
present  in  the  Middle  Fork  Flathead  River  corridor.  References  and  individuals 
consulted  during  the  review  of  this  proposed  project  are  noted  at  the  end  of  the 
document. 

Field  Surveys 

Because  of  the  project's  time  schedule,  reconnaissance-level  field  surveys 
were  only  conducted  in  November  1991  and  January  1992.   The  project  right-of- 
way  was  examined  on  foot  while  surveying  for  wildlife  and  sign,  such  as  tracks, 
scat,  and  nest  structures. 


STUDY  RESULTS 

Terrestrial  Resources 

General  Description.  The  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead  River  is  located 
approximately  100  feet  below  the  roadway.   The  slope,  separating  the  road  and 
river  is  steep  (38  degrees),  sparsely  vegetated,  and  erosive.   Cottonwoods  (Fopulus 
spp.)  are  scattered  near  the  river  bottom.     A  mosaic  of  native  conifers,  shrubs, 
bunch  grasses  and  patches  of  bare  ground  dominate  the  landscape  environment. 
The  project  area  is  located  at  approximately  4000'  elevation. 

The  project  is  located  in  optimal  elk  (Ceryus  canadensis)  winter  range  and 
marginal  mule  deer  (Odocoileus  hemionus)  winter  range.   The  animals  often  cross 
the  highway  during  twilight  and  night  hours. 

Singer  (1975)  compiled  a  list  of  other  species  observed  during  his  study  of  the 
original  construction  of  the  overpasses  and  retaining  walls.   While  this  is  not 
complete  list  of  species  that  may  use  the  project  area,  it  does  provide  an  overview 
of  the  prominent  ones.   The  list  includes:  moose  (Ajces  alces).  grizzly  bear  (Ursus 
horribilis).  black  bear  (Ursus  americanus).  pine  marten  (Manes  americana), 
coyote  (Cams  latrans).  porcupine  (Erethizon  dorsatum).  bushy-tailed  woodrat 
(Neotoma  dnerea),  Columbian  ground  squirrel  (Spermophilus  columbianus). 
snowshoe  hare  (Lepus  americansus).  red  squirrel  (TamiasciuTas  hudsonicus). 
northern  flying  squirrel  (Glaucomvs  sabrinus),  yellow  pine  chipmunk  (Eutamias 
amoenus),  least  chipmunk  (Eutamias  minimus),  western  jumping  mouse  (Zapus 
princeps).  deer  mouse  (Peromvscus  maniculatus)  and  golden-mantled  ground 
squirrel  (Spermophilus  lateralis).   Additionally,  the  mountain  Hon  (Fells  concolor) 
is  known  to  occur  in  the  vicinity. 

Bird  species  include:  kestrel  (Falco  sparverius).  western  bluebird  (Sialia 
mexicana).  great-horned  owl  (Bubo  virginianus).  dipper  (Cinclus  mexicanus), 
raven  (Corvus  corax),  ruffed  grouse  (Bonasa  umbellus),  pileated  woodpecker 
(Drvocopus  pileatus).  varied  thrush  (Ixoreus  naevius).  gray  jay  (Perisoreus 
canadensis),  and  Steller's  jay  (Cvanocitta  stelleri).   Additionally,  golden  eagles 
(Aquila  chrvsaetos)  have  nested  along  Lower  Ole  Creek  in  the  1970's. 

Mountain  Goats.  Just  south  of  the  retaining  wall  and  overpasses  on 
Highway  2  is  a  unique  mineral  lick,  one  of  the  few  such  licks  in  Glacier  National 
Park,  used  extensively  by  mountain  goats.   Research  and  monitoring  conducted  in 
the  1970's  and  early  80's  provides  insight  on  local  goat  ecology:  use  of  the  lick, 
travel  patterns,  and  effects  of  disturbances. 

Mountain  goats  travel  distances  from  within  the  park  and  from  the  adjacent 
Flathead  National  Forest  to  the  lick  area.   April  through  August  are  most 
concentrated  use  periods,  although  use  occurs  year-round.    Mountain  goats  are 
crepuscular  in  nature,  and  daily  use  of  the  lick  tends  to  occur  most  frequently 
during  twilight  spans  of  dawn  and  dusk,  roughly  0600  -  0730  and  1800  -  2200. 

The  importance  of  the  lick  to  the  goats  can  be  illustrated  by  the  sheer  number  of 
and  repeated  visits  of  goats  to  the  lick  and  also  by  the  goats  tolerance  of 
disturbances  incurred.  In  1981,  for  example,  1.288  mountain  goats  sightings  (100 


to  200  individuals)  were  documented  at  the  lick  between  January  1  and 
September  1.   While  the  goats  continue  to  use  the  lick  area  in  spite  of  vehicular 
and  humans  presence,  it  is  not  without  signs  of  stress  and  indications  of 
disturbance. 

Past  Management.  The  existing  goat  overpasses,  the 
Snowslide  bridge  and  the  Goat  Bridge,  were  built  during  1980-1981.   Goat  ecology 
was  a  major  consideration  in  design  and  installations  of  the  bridges.   The  bridges 
were  designed  to  allow  and  facilitate  passage  of  goats  under  the  highway  in  a  safe 
and  effective  fashion.   Previously,  goats  would  cross  over  the  highway,  causing 
unsafe  conditions  for  motorists  and  goats.  Today,  the  underpasses  function  as 
effective  passages  and  are  examples  of  truly  successful  endeavors. 

During  the  construction,  numerous  restrictions  and  coordination  measures  were 
implemented  to  help  alleviate  disturbance  to  the  goats.   These  special 
coordination  measures  were  instrumental  to  the  success  of  the  project. 

Impacts.  The  proposed  replacement  of  the  retaining  wall  between 
Snowslide  and  Goat  bridges  will  entail  drilling,  operation  of  heavy  equipment,  and 
minor  earth  disturbance.  The  majority  of  the  activities  is  planned  to  occur  on  the 
existing  roadway  or  retaining  wall.   Workers  are  not  expected  to  routinely  go 
under  either  of  the  bridges  to  accomplish  their  work. 

The  proposed  project  will  not  alter  the  effectiveness  of  winter  range  or  impact 
wintering  animals.  This  conclusion  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  construction 
activities  will  occur  during  the  planned  work  schedule  of  July  1  to  November  1. 
Winter  range  habitat  loss  will  not  occur,  and  highway-associated  mortality  of  deer 
and  elk  will  not  change  from  present  levels  due  to  the  implementation  of  the 
proposed  action. 

The  preferred  alternative  will  disturb  a  minimal  amount  of  previously  disturbed 
grass  habitat  for  purposes  of  the  traffic  detour  in  the  northbound  lane.   This 
minimal  amount  of  habitat  loss  is  not  deemed  significant. 

No  direct  goat  habitat  loss  is  expected  to  occur.   The  impacts  of  the  project  on 
the  goats  will  primarily  be  disturbance.  In  areas  of  crucial  habitat  or  during 
critical  seasons  of  use,  impacts  of  disturbance  upon  animals  can  be  significant. 
Results  of  disturbance  impacts  can  render  habitat  useless  by  causing  the  animals 
to  avoid  or  flee  from  areas.   Long-term  detrimental  effects  can  occur  and  can 
result  in  loss  of  animals. 

The  goatlick  area  is  considered  an  important  part  of  the  goats'  habitat.   Noise 
from  drilling  and  other  associated  activities,  presence  of  workers,  and  increased 
activity  levels  are  expected  to  disturb  the  goats.   Without  measures  to  lessen 
impacts,  the  affects  of  the  disturbance  could  be  significant. 

Construction  is  planned  for  July  1  -  November  1,  which  encompasses  less  than 
half  of  the  high  goat  use  period.  Goat  use  is  usually  declining  in  the  area  by  mid- 
July.    Past  research  and  monitoring  of  the  construction  project  in  1980-1981 
demonstrated  that  activities  can  occur  with  minimal  short  term  impacts  provided 
special  measures  are  implemented  and  enforced. 


General  Coordination  Measures 

The  following  coordination  measures  are  proposed  to  help  ensure  protection  of 
natural  resources,  minimize  disturbance  to  wildlife,  provide  for  safety  of  workers, 
and  to  facilitate  project  construction. 

o  Downtimes  of  0500-0730  and  1800-2200  will  be  observed;  lifts  on 

these  restrictions  are  anticipated  as  goat  usage  decreases  in  late 
summer.  This  quiet  period  coincides  with  goats  daily  high  use  time, 
allowing  the  goats  a  daily  predictable  time  of  non-disturbance  in 
which  to  use  the  lick.  Downtime  is  defined  as  a  period  in  which  no 
machinery  is  operating,  workers  and  associated  personnel  are 
outside  the  work  area,  and  other  on  site  project  related  activities 
cease.   Downtimes  may  be  modified  or  eliminated  due  to  lack  of 
goat  use,  weather  constraints,  or  other  unforseen  circumstances  via 
recommendations  and  coordination  with  the  project  biologist,  MDT 
biologist  and  GNP. 

o         A  project  biologist  shall  be  provided  to  monitor  wildlife  and  affects 
of  construction  activities  upon  wildlife,  especially  goats.   Specifics 
and  logistics  of  this  position  are  still  being  developed.   In  general, 
the  role  of  this  biologist  is  to:  monitor  goats  and  affects  of  project 
activities  upon  goats,  such  as  use  of  lick,  travel  movements, 
etc.;determine  if  downtimes  are  effective  in  reducing  disturbance  to 
goats  and  recommend  changes  or  elimination  if  monitoring 
demonstrates  this  appropriate;  provide  education/training  on 
bear/wildlife  behavior,  safety,  etc.  to  workers  and  tourists  as 
appropriate;  andiconduct  rare  plant  survey  prior  to  construction  (if 
qualified). 

o  Vehicles  not  actively  being  used  on  the  project  will  be  parked  in  a 

designated  portion  of  the  Goatlick  Parking  lot  or  other  designated 
area  away  from  the  goat  travel  corridor. 

Rare  and  Sensitive  Species.  Rare  and  sensitive  plants  and  animals  are 
species  for  which  there  is  a  concern  for  their  viability  based  on  current  or 
expected  downward  trends  in  populations  or  habitat  capability.  Tracking  these 
species  and  their  habitats  is  important  to  help  determine  the  health  of  ecosystems 
and  status  of  biological  diversity.   A  review  of  rare  and  sensitive  species  that  may 
occur  in  the  Goatlick  project  area  and  a  determination  of  effects  follows. 

Plants.   Literature  review  of  the  fifty  rare  and  sensitive  plant  species 
that  may  occur  in  Flathead  County  indicated  that  at  least  10  species  may  occur  in 
or  near  the  project  area.    While  the  Natural  Heritage  Program  did  not  have  any 
records  of  sensitive  plants  in  the  project  area,  it  is  not  necessarily  indicative  that 
they  are  absent.   Because  wetlands  or  riparian  areas  would  not  be  affected  by  the 
proposed  action,  wet-site  plants  were  excluded  from  additional  review.   The 
literature  reviewed  identified  the  following  10  species  as  potentially  occurring: 

Allium  fibrillum 
Arabis  lvrata 


Asplenium  trichomanes 
Chrvsosplenium  tetrandrum 
Halenia  deflexa 
Lomatium  geveri 
Ophioglossum  vulgatum 
Oxvtropis  columbiana 
Thelypteris  phvopteris 
Vaccinium  mvrtilloides 

Impacts.  The  area  to  be  impacted  by  the  project  is  a 
previously  disturbed  area  located  adjacent  to  the  northbound  lane  opposite  the 
existing  retaining  wall.   The  probability  that  rare  or  sensitive  plants  are 
established  in  this  area  is  low  and  therefore,  minimal,  if  any,  impacts  are 
anticipated.   However,  a  final  determination  of  effect  on  rare  and  sensitive  plant 
species  cannot  be  made  until  a  survey  is  conducted  during  the  growing  season. 

The  final  determination  of  project  impact  upon  sensitive  plants  can  be  easily  be 
accomplished  by  surveying  the  area  ot  land  expected  to  be  disturbed  prior  to 
construction  activities.   The  survey  could  be  conducted  by  a  Park  Service  plant 
ecologist  and  MDT  biologist.   Currently,  plans  exist  to  have  a  biologist  on  site  to 
primarily  study  and  monitor  mountain  goat  behavior  in  relation  to  construction 
activities.   As  an  alternative,  this  person,  if  qualified,  could  conduct  the  plant 
survey  just  prior  to  construction.   Should  species  be  found,  the  plants  could  be 
removed  for  permanent  or  temporary  transplanting  to  a  nearby  suitable  site,  as 
determined  by  environmental  and  spacial  conditions,  until  they  can  be  returned  to 
the  site  after  completion  of  disturbance.  If  such  a  measure  is  accomplished,  the 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project  upon  rare  and  sensitive  plants  should  not  be 
significant. 

Wildlife 

Common  Loon  (Gavier  immer)  -   The  loon  is  associated  with 
secluded  lakes,  generally  larger  than  10  acres.   Suitable  loon  habitat  is  not  present 
in  or  near  the  project  area.   Additionally,  the  project  area  has  not  been  identified 
as  a  travel  corridor  or  transient  habitat  for  the  loon.   Because  of  these  reasons, 
the  proposed  project  will  not  impact  the  common  loom 

Boreal  Owl  (Aegolius  funerius)  -  The  boreal  owl  commonly 
lives  in  mature  to  old  growth  forests  above  5000'  in  elevation.   The  nocturnal  owl 
feeds  primarily  on  small  rodents.   Nesting  season  begins  late  winter  and  lasts  until 
late  spring.   Suitable  habitat  for  the  boreal  is  present  in  the  general  project 
vicinity,  though  the  elevation  is  about  4000'.   Population  status  of  the  owls  in  the 
project  are  is  unknown. 

The  proposed  project  will  not  take  or  modify  any  boreal  owl  habitat.   Noise 
disturbance  from  the  construction  activity  may  occur  should  owls  exist  in  close 
vicinity.   The  noise  disturbance  will  most  likely  occur  during  the  day  and  will 
avoid  the  critical  spring  nesting  times.   Secured  areas,  free  of  noise' disturbance, 
are  available  to  the  owl  outside  the  construction  zone.   If  disturbance  impacts  to 
the  boreal  owl  do  occur,  they  are  likely  to  be  minor  and  temporary  in  nature. 


Harlequin  Duck  (Histrionicus  histrionicus)  -  Harlequin  ducks 
migrate  from  coastal  waters  inland  to  nest  on  remote,  fast-flowing  mountain 
streams.   The  adjacent  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead  River  provides  both  nesting 
and  rearing  habitat  for  the  duck.   Adult  and  juvenile  harlequin  ducks  have  been 
documented  on  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead. 

The  proposed  project  is  not  expected  to  detrimentally  affect  the  harlequin  duck. 
Work  is  proposed  to  occur  in  summer  through  fall,  thereby  avoiding  sensitive 
nesting  times  of  the  harlequin.   Work  will  be  confined  to  the  road  corridor 
located  over  100'  above  the  river  and  will  not  directly  impact  harlequin  habitat. 
Erosion  control  measures  will  be  employed,  preventing  material  from  leaving 
construction  area  and  entering  the  river  corridor.   Should  temporary  noise 
disturbance  occur,  displacement  areas  exist  up  and  down  stream.   This  temporary 
displacement  is  not  considered  to  be  detrimental  to  the  harlequin,  and  the  project 
is  not  anticipated  to  cause  detrimental  impacts  on  the  harlequin  duck  or  its 
habitat. 

Coeur  d'Alene  salamander  (Plethodon  vandykei  idahoensis)  - 
Coeur  d'Alene  salamanders  occur  on/in  damp  rock  faces  and  in  splash  zones 
along  streams.   Suitable  habitat  for  the  salamander  may  occur  in  the  general 
project  vicinity,  although  it  does  not  occur  in  the  area  that  will  be  disturbed.   The 
population,  location,  and  number  of  Coeur  d'Alenes  in  the  project  vicinity  is 
unknown. 

Alteration  of  the  salamanders  habitat  is  not  expected  to  occur;  suitable  habitat 
does  not  occur  within  the  area  of  ground  expected  to  be  modified.   No  significant 
impacts  to  this  species  are  expected. 

Western  big-eared  bat  (Plecotus  townsendii)  -   Western  big- 
eared  bats  have  been  found  in  a  wide  variety  of  habitats,  from  and  jumper/pine 
communities  to  high  elevational  coniferous  forests.   Caves  or  tunnels  are  the 
primary  roost  sites  for  nesting  and  winter  hibernation.   The  bats  are  also  known 
to  use  dead  trees.   Western  big-eared  bats  are  extremely  sensitive  to  human 
activities.   Disturbance  can  result  in  the  bats  permanently  abandoning  roost  sites. 
Status  of  active  roosting  sites  in  project  vicinity  is  unknown;  however,  no  caves  or 
tunnels  occur  in  the  project  area  (Gregory  pers.  comm.). 

The  proposed  project  will  not  impact  any  habitat  directly;  impacts  to  this  species 
are  expected  to  be  less  than  significant. 

Aquatic  Resources 

The  project  site  is  adjacent  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Middle  Fork  of  the  Flathead 
River.   The  pristine  Middle  Fork  provides  quality  habitat  for  three  sensitive  fish: 
westsiope  cutthroat  trout,  bull  trout  and  shorthead  sculpin.   Westslope  cutthroat 
and  bull  trout  are  common  in  the  river,  while  the  sculpin  is  considered  rare. 
Currently,  the  bull  trout  is  being  reviewed  to  determine  whether  it  needs  to  be 
considered  for  protection  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act. 

Other  Middle  Fork  fish  species  include:  mountain  whitefish  (abundant);  largescale 
suckers  and  slimy  sculpins  (common);  and  brook  trout,  kokanee.  and  longnose 


suckers  (rare).  The  river  has  outstanding  esthetics  and  is  considered  a  high-quality 
recreational  fishery. 

Replacement  of  the  retaining  wall  should  not  detrimentally  affect  the  fisheries  or 
habitat  provided  that  loose  materials  and  sediments  do  not  enter  the  stream. 
Increases  in  sedimentation  could  have  a  negative  effect  upon  the  sensitive  trout 
species;  any  water  quality  degradation  is  not  desirable.   Catastrophic  events,  such 
as  loss  of  heavy  equipment  into  the  river  or  a  hazardous  waste  spill,  could 
detrimentally  affect  water  quality  and  fisheries.   While  these  events  have  a  low 
probability  of  occurring,  a  contingency  plan  has  been  developed  should  they  occur. 

Providing  that  erosion  control  measures  are  effective  and  no  catastrophic  events 
occur,  the  project  will  not  detrimentally  affect  fisheries  and  actually  may  have 
long-term  beneficial  affects  upon  fisheries  and  water  quality.   Without  securing 
the  present  roadbed,  a  failure  may  occur,  resulting  in  massive  slope  failure, 
degradation  of  water  quality,  and  negative  fisheries  impacts. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 

Four  federally  listed  threatened  or  endangered  species  may  be  present  in  the 
project  area.   They  are  the: 

Northern  Bald  Eagle  (Hajiaeetus  leucoephalus)  -  endangered; 
Northern  Rocky  Mountain  Wolf  (Canjs  lupus)  -  endangered; 
Peregrine  Falcon  (Falco  peregrinus)  -  endangered;  and 
Grizzly  bear  ("Ursus  arctos  horribilis)  -  threatened. 

Bald  Eagle.   Bald  eagles  and  their  habitat  are  afforded  protection  under 
several  state  and  federal  laws,  including  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  Eagle 
Protection  Act,  and  Nongame  and  Endangered  Species  Conservation  Act.  The 
project  area  falls  within  the  Upper  Columbia  Basin  Recovery  Zone  (Zone  #7)  for 
the  bald  eagle  as  identified  in  the  Montana  Bald  Eagle  Management  Plan 
(MBEWG  1986). 

According  to  the  USFWS,  eagles  may  occur  in  the  project  area  as  seasonal 
migrants  (Harms  1991).   No  eagle  nests  are  known  to  occur  within  several  miles 
of  the  proposed  project;  however,  adult  eagles  have  been  observed  in  the  Middle 
Fork  Flathead  River  corridor  during  the  summer,  and  it  is  possible  that  new  or 
previously  undiscovered  nests  may  occur  in  the  area  (Gregory  pers.  comm.). 
Consequently,  the  status  of  nesting  eagles  in  the  project  area  should  again  be 
checked  to  ensure  that  no  nests  will  be  affected.   If  new  nesting  sites  are  located, 
measures  to  protect  the  integrity  of  the  nesting  sites  may  be  necessary.  No 
potential  nesting  habitat  would  be  directly  altered  by  the  project. 

Eagle  use  in  the  project  vicinity  occurs  primarily  along  the  Middle  Fork  Flathead 
River  where  potential  nest,  perch,  and  roost  trees  are  abundant.   Bald  eagles  may 
occur  as  spring  and  fall  migrants,  summer  residents,  and  winter  residents. 

Construction  activities  during  these  periods  may  temporarily  disturb  or  displace 
foraging  eagles  where  the  highway  is  visible  from  the  river.'  However,  because: 
(1)  no  primary  eagle  concentration  areas  (e.g.,  primary  foraging  areas  or 


communal  roosts)  have  been  identified  in  the  project  area;  (2)  the  area  of 
disturbance  would  be  very  confined,  and  (3)  undisturbed  habitat  for  displaced 
birds  is  abundant  in  the  surrounding  area,  these  impacts  are  considered  to  be  less 
than  significant. 

Additionally,  as  the  project  will  not  directly  affect  the  Middle  Fork  Flathead  River 
(e.g.,  no  riprap,  bank  or  instream  work  is  proposed  and  erosion  control  measures 
will  be  implemented),  no  significant  impacts  to  food  stocks  are  expected. 

Conservation  Measures. 

o  Required:  Prior  to  the  onset  of  construction,  the  project  manager 

shall  contact  an  MDT  and/or  the  project  biologist  to  assess  the 
overall  status  of  nesting  bald  eagles  in  the  project  area.  Spacial 
and/or  temporal  restrictions  may  be  implemented  at  bald  eagle 
nests  established  in  the  project  area  prior  to  construction. 

Determination  of  Effects.   Based  on  the  above  information  and 
required  coordination  measure,  it  is  determined  that  implementation  of  the 
proposed  action  is  not  likely  to  adversely  affect  the  bald  eagle  or  its  critical 
habitat. 

Peregrine  falcon.   Peregrine  falcons  are  not  known  to  reside  in  or  near  the 
project  area,  and  no  active  or  proposed  hack  sites  occur  in  the  area  (Gregory 
pers.  comm.).   Additionally,  the  proposed  project  will  not  take  any  suitable 
peregrine  falcon  nesting  habitat.   Consequently,  no  impacts  to  nesting  peregrines 
are  anticipated. 

Transient  or  migratory  birds  may  occasionally  occur  in  the  project  vicinity. 
Potential  habitat  for  migrating  falcons  in  the  area  primarily  occurs  along  the  river 
corridor,  and  construction  during  fall  may  temporarily  disturb  peregrines  foraging 
along  the  river.   However,  it  is  anticipated  that  few,  if  any,  peregrines  would  be 
displaced  during  construction.   Additionally,  similar  habitat  is  abundant  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  and  would  provide  ample  habitat  for  displaced  birds. 
Therefore,  impacts  to  migrating  peregrines  resulting  from  construction  of  the 
project  are  considered  to  be  less  than  significant. 

Determination  of  Effects.  Based  on  the  above  information,  it  is 
determined  that  implementation  of  the  proposed  action  will  not  affect  the 
peregrine  falcon  or  its  critical  habitat. 

Grizzly  Bear.  The  grizzly  bear  is  listed  as  a  threatened  species  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act.   The  proposed  project  lies  within  the  Northern 
Continental  Divide  Ecosystem,  one  of  the  designated  grizzly  bear  recovery  zones. 

Grizzly  bears  occur  as  residents  in  the  project  area  (Harms  1991;  Gregory  pers. 
comm.).   Many  grizzlies  have  been  sighted  on  the  slopes  of  Running  Rabbit 
Mountain,  on  which  the  project  is  located  (Gregory  pers.  comm.).    Most  of  these 
sightings  have  occurred  in  the  late  summer  and  fall.   Bears  are  most  likely 
attracted  to  this  area  by  the  abundance  of  ungulates,  including  elk  and  mountain 
goats. 


The  presence  of  workers  and  associated  bear  attractants,  such  as  food,  petroleum 
products,  etc.,  increases  the  potential  for  bear-human  conflict  to  occur.   However, 
if  proper  measures  regarding  garbage  disposal  and  appropriate  conduct  in  bear 
country  are  implemented,  the  potential  for  such  conflict  should  be  reduced  to  less- 
than-significant  levels. 

Due  to  the  confined  nature  of  the  project,  construction-related  disturbance  to 
grizzly  bears  is  expected  to  be  less  than  significant.   Abundant  displacement 
habitat  occurs  in  the  immediate  project  area,  and  construction  would  not  affect 
grizzly  habitat  or  prey  populations.   Consequently,  no  significant  impacts  to  grizzly 
bears  are  anticipated. 

Coordination  Measures 

o  Garbage  will  be  disposed  in  grizzly  bear-proofed  containers 

approved  by  the  National  Park  Service,  and  shall  be  removed  daily. 
Any  spills,  litter,  etc.  will  be  cleaned  up  promptly.   Possible 
attractants,  such  as  anti-freeze  and  petroleum  products,  will  be 
secured  from  animals  and  stored  in  a  fashion  that  will  not  attract 
them. 

o  Provide  education/training  on  bear  safety,  working  in 

environmentally  sensitive  areas,  etc.,  to  all  personnel  that  will  be 
working  on  site. 

Determination  of  Effects.  Based  on  the  above  information  and 
coordination  measures,  it  is  determined  that  implementation  of  the  proposed 
action  is  not  likely  to  adversely  affect  the  grizzly  bear  or  its  critical  habitat. 

Northern  Rocky  Mountain  Wolf.   The  endangered  wolf  is  most  likely  to 
occur  in  the  project  area  as  an  incidental  or  dispersing  animal.   Tracks  have  been 
observed  and  individuals  are  occasionally  sighted  in  the  general  area  (Gregory 
pers.  cornm.).   No  known  den  or  rendezvous  sites  occur  in  the  area,  although  pack 
establishment  is  possible  at  any  time  (Gregory  pers.  comrn.). 

Wolf  management  and  recovery  is  tied  to  maintaining  healthy  prey  (ungulate) 
populations  and  availability  of  security  cover  (USFWS  1987).  As  neither  of  these 
habitat  parameters  will  be  affected  by  construction,  the  project  is  not  expected  to 
significantly  affect  the  wolf. 

Prior  to  construction,  the  status  of  wolves  in  the  project  area  should  again  be 
checked  to  ensure  that  no  significant  impacts  to  this  species  would  result  from  the 
project. 

Conservation  Measures 

o  Required:  Prior  to  the  onset  of  construction,  the  project  manager 

shall  contact  an  MDT  and/or  the  project  biologist  to  assess  the 
overall  status  of  wolves  in  the  project  area.   Spacial  and/or 
temporal  restrictions  may  be  implemented  near  dens  established  in 
the  project  area  prior  to  construction. 
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Determination  of  Effects.   Based  on  the  above  information,  it  is 
determined  that  implementation  of  the  proposed  action  is  not  likely  to  adversely 
affect  the  ?rav  wolf  or  its  critical  habitat. 


O' 


Conclusions:  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.  It  is  the  determination 
of  this  report  that  the  proposed  action  is  not  likely  to  adversely  affect  the  bald 
eagle,  grizzly  bear,  or  gray  wolf.   No  effects  to  the  peregrine  falcon  are 
anticipated.   The  specified  mitigation/coordination  measures  have  influenced  the 
conclusions  drawn  from  this  assessment,  and  are  subject  to  subsequent  review  by 
the  Endangered  Species  Office  of  the  USFWS  to  determine  compliance  with  the 
Endangered  Species  Act.   Consequently,  any  substantive  deviation  from  the 
proposed  measures  contained  in  this  assessment  will  require  approval  from  that 
office. 

Wetlands 

Existing  Conditions  and  Impacts.   No  wetlands  occur  in  the  project  area, 
and  none  would  be  affected  by  construction. 
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Figure   1 

Project  Location  Map 
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MOnTAHA  NATURAL  HERITAGE  PROGRAM 

1515  East  Sixth  Avenue 

Helena,  Montana  59620 

(406)  444-5009 


v-- 

December  5,  1991 


Edrie  Vinson 

Department  of  Transportation 

Environmental  Section 

27  01  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  Montana   59620 

Dear  Edrie: 

In  response  to  your  request  for  information,  we  checked  our 
databases  for  information  on  sensitive  species  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  following  highway  projects:   Goatlick  Slide;  Looking  Glass 
Hill;  and  District  #3  GVW  Sites.  fi'ZLWiQZ,   f£/9$-g 

We  currently  have  no  information  on  sensitive  species  in  these 
project  areas. 

Please  remember  that  the  results  of  a  data  search  by  the  Montana 
Natural  Heritage  Program  are  not  intended  as  a  final  statement  on 
sensitive  species  within  a  given  area,  or  as  a  substitute  for  on- 
site  surveys  needed  for  environmental  assessments. 

I  hope  this  information  is  helpful.   Let  us  know  if  we  can  be  of 
further  assistance. 


Sincerely, 

Margaret  Beer 
Data  Manager 

DEC  0  9  RECQ^CM^ 


The  Mature  Conservancy  and  Montana  State  Library 


Tie  fie 


United  States  Department  of  the-  Interior 


TAKE 
PWKIN 
AMEOCA 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  ENHANCEMENT 

FEDERAL  BUILDING,  US  COURTHOUSE 

301  S  PARK 

P  0  BOX  10023 

HELENA  MT  59626 


A 


December  11,   1991 
DEC  t  2  Rrcn  fff^Y 


M.   44  Goatlick  Slide,   US  Hwy  2 

Edrie  L.  Vinson 
Montana  Dept.   of  Highways 
2701  Prospect  AV 
Helena,  MT     59620 

Dear  Ms.  Vinson:    ~'r-> 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  November  14,  1991  regarding  proposed- 
remedial  corrections  at  the  Goat  Lick  Landslide  and  Retaining  Wall  Failure  on 
Forest  Highway  Project  13-3(4)  and  Fl-2  (13)  179  (U.S.  2)  in  Flathead  County, 
Glacier  National  Park.  Your  letter  was  received  by  our  office  on  November  18, 

1991. 

In  accordance  with  Section  7(c)  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as 
amended  (ESA),  we  have  determined  that  the  following  listed,  proposed  and 
category  1  candidate  threatened  or  endangered  (T/E)  species  may  be  present  in 
the  project  area. 


Listed  Species 

grizzly  bear  (Ursus  arctos  horribilis) 
gray  wolf  (Cam's  lupus) 
bald  eagle  (Hal iaeetus  leucoceohalus) 
peregrine  falcon  (Falco  peregrinus) 


Expected  Occurrence 

Resident. 

Resident  and  Transient. 

Migrant. 

Migrant. 


Proposed  Species 
None 

Category  1  Candidate  Species 
None 


Section  7(c)  of  ESA  requires  that  Federal  agencies  proposing  major 
construction  activities  complete  a  biological  assessment  to  determine  the 
effects  of  the  proposed  actions  on  listed  and  proposed  species  and  use  the  _ 
biological  assessment  to  determine  whether  formal  consultation  is  required.  A 
major  construction  activity  is  defined  as  "a  construction  project  (or  other 
undertaking  having  similar  physical  impacts)  which  is  a  major  Federal  action 
significantly  affecting  the  quality  of  the  human  environment  as  referred  to  in 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act"  (50  CFR  Part  402).  If  a  biological 
assessment  is  not  required  (i.e.  all  other  actions),  the  Federal  agency  is 
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still  required  to  review  their  proposed  activities  to  determine  whether  listed 
species  may  be  affected.  If  such  a  determination  is  made,  formal  consultation 
with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  is  required. 

For  those  actions  wherein  a  biological  assessment  is  required,  it  should  be 
completed  within  180  days  of  initiation,  but  can  be  extended  by  mutual 
agreement  between -the  Federal  agency  or  its  designated  non- Federal 
representative  and  the  Service.  If  the  assessment  is  not  initiated  within  90 
days,  the  list  of  T/E  species  should  be  verified  with  the  Service  prior  to 
initiation  of  the  assessment.  The  biological  assessment  may  be  undertaken  as 
part  of  the  Federal  agency's  compliance  of  Section  102  of  the  National  •  — 
Environment  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  incorporated  into  the  NEPA  documents.  We 
recommend  that  biological  assessments  include  the  following: 

1.  A  description  of  the  project, 

2.  A  description  of  the  specific  area  that  may  be  affected  by  the  action, 

3.  The  current  status,  habitat  use,  and  behavior  of  T/E  species  in  the 
project  area, 

4.  Discussion  of  the  methods  used  to  determine  the  information  in  Item  3, 

5.  An  analysis  of  the  affects  of  the  action  on  listed  species  and  proposed 
species  and  their  habitats,  including  an  analysis  of  any  cumulative 
effects, 

6.  Coordination/mitigation  measures  that  will  reduce/eliminate  adverse 
impacts  to  T/E  species, 

7.  The  expected  status  of  T/E  species  in  the  future  (short  and  long  term) 
during  and  after  project  completion",""' 

8.  A  determination  of  "is  likely  to  adversely  affect"  or  "is  not  likely  to 
adversely  affect"  for  listed  species, 

9.  A  determination  of  "is  likely  to  jeopardize"  or  "is  not  likely  to 
jeopardize"  for  proposed  species. 

10.  Citation  of  literature  and  personal  contacts  used  in  developing  the 
assessment. 

If  it  is  determined  that  the  proposed  program  or  project  "is  likely  to 
adversely  affect"  any  listed  species,  formal  consultation  should  be  initiated 
with  this  office.  If  it  is  concluded  that  the  project  "is  not  likely  to 
adversely  affect"  listed  species,  we  should  be  asked  to  review  the  assessment 
and  concur  with  the  determination  of  no  adverse  effect. 


UMaaattaaa  -  v.  • 
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Pursuant  to  Section  7(a)  (4)  of  ESA,  if  it  is  determined  that  any  proposed 
species  may  be  jeopardized,  the  Federal  agency  should  initiate  a  conference 
with  us  to  discuss  conservation  measures  for  those  species.  Although 
candidate  species  have  no  legal  status  and  are  accorded  no  protection  under 
ESA,  they  are  included  here  to  alert  your  agency  of  potential  proposals  or 
listings. 

A  Federal  agency  may  designate  a  non-Federal  representative  to  conduct- 
informal  consultation  or  prepare  biological  assessments.  However,  the 
ultimate  responsibility  for  Section  7  compliance  remains  with  the  Federal 
agency  and  written  notice  should  be  provided  to  the  Service  upon  such  a  i 
designation.  We  recommend  that  Federal  agencies  provide  their  non-Federal 
representatives  with  proper  guidance  and  oversight  during  preparation  of 
biological  assessments  and  evaluation  of  potential  impacts  to  listed  species 

Section  7(d)  of  ESA  requires  that  the  Federal  agency  and  permit/license 
applicant  shall  not  make  any  irreversible  or  irretrievable  commitment  of 
resources  which  would  preclude  the  formulation  of  reasonable  and  prudent 
alternatives  until  consultation  on  listed  species  is  completed. 

Please  contact  us  by  mail  at  the  above-referenced  letterhead  address  or  call 
Rob  Hazlewood  at  (406)  449-5225  or  FTS  585-5225  if  we  can  be  of  further 
assistance.  Your  interest  and  cooperation  in  meeting  our  joint 
responsibilities  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  are  appreciated. 

Sincerely, 


Kit 


Dale  R.  Harms 
State  Supervisor 
Montana  State  Office 


DRH/ndg 

VINSON. LTR 

cc:  ARD,  FWE,  FWS  -  Denver,  CO  (60120) 

"TAKE  PRIDE  IN  AMERICA' 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

GLACIER  NATIONAL  PARK 

WEST  GLACIER.  MONTANA     39936 


IN'  RF.PI.Y  REFER  TO: 

D30       (GLAC) 

April     2  ,     1992 


(406)  888-5441 
FAX    (406)  888-5581 


APR  1  3  1992 


Tie  fi  it 

PWDC* 


Mr.     Doug    Morgan,     P.E.  LlNV"""" 

Consultant  Design  Section 

Montana  Department  of  Transportation 

2701  Prospect  Avenue 

Helena,  Montana  59620-9726 

Dear  Mr.  Morgan: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  March  13,  1992,  requesting 
information  needed  for  the  hiring  of  a  biologist  for  the  Goatlick 
Retaining  Wall  repair  job.  I  spoke  to  Mr.  Naseera  of  your  office 
on  March  27,  and  we  agreed  that,  since  Glacier  National  Park 
would  hire  the  biologist,  the  information  requested  earlier  would 
not  be  needed. 

We  are  planning  to  hire  a  GS-5  level  biologist  for  the  wildlife 
monitoring  work,  bringing  him  or  her  on  2  weeks  in  advance  of  the 
proposed  work  to  develop  baseline  information.  The  work  would 
continue  until  construction  is  completed  about  November  1.  We 
estimate  that  the  cost  would  be  $12,000  to  fund  the  salary, 
benefits,  and  vehicle  associated  with  the  work.  We  normally 
provide  for  the  transfer  of  funds  in  this  kind  of  situation  by 
initially  entering  into  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  and  effecting 
the  actual  funds  transfer  near  the  end  of  the  time  period  for  the 
work.  Please  let  me  know  if  you  have  any  special  procedures  on 
this  and  how  you  would  like  to  proceed. 


Thank  you  for  your  assistance  in  this  proposed  monitoring  work. 
Should  you  have  any  questions,  please  give  me  a  call  at  888- 
5441. 


Sincerely, 


Bob  Dunkley 
Landscape  Architect 


